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Abstract 
Motivation and motivational strategies are generally believed to enhance student 
communicative competence in English as a foreign language; yet, there is not much 
empirical evidence to support this claim. This investigation focused on how motivation 
and motivational strategies influence Saudi students’ communicative competence. In the 
First Phase, 16 participants were interviewed from two groups of Saudi students: Saudi 
students who were enrolled in English courses in Australian educational institutions and 
Saudi students living in Saudi Arabia who had graduated from Saudi Arabian high 
schools and were studying in English language institutes in Saudi Arabia. In the Second 
Phase, 279 participants from the two groups answered a questionnaire. The 
questionnaire included items derived from Gardner’s  (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) 
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) and items from Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and 
Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008) motivational strategies framework 
for foreign language classrooms. The results indicated that participants’ measured and 
self-reported communicative competence differed between the two groups. The 
Australian group had higher levels of measured and self-reported communicative 
competence than the Saudi group. Another finding is that participants’ communicative 
competence is significantly affected by motivation. Also, the results indicated that 
teaching strategies supporting motivation do not directly affect students’ 
communicative competence, but rather affect their motivation.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
Mastery of spoken English is becoming ever more necessary in Saudi Arabia, as in 
other countries around the world during these first decades of the twenty first century. 
However, speaking English remains a demanding task for many Saudis (Abu-Ghararah, 
1990, 1998). This is not a new problem; for more than three decades it has been noted 
that Saudi students spend at least ten years learning English; yet, they generally achieve 
unsatisfactory levels of communicative competence in the language  (Al-Twaijri, 1983). 
By ‘communicative competence’ I refer to the underlying system of knowledge and 
skills required for communication (Canale & Swain, 1980; Alptekin, 2002). This 
concept is developed in detail in Chapter Two because it is central to this investigation. 
In general terms, the research I report here probed motivation as an explanation for the 
disappointing communicative outcomes of English language education for many Saudi 
students. By ‘motivation’, I refer to the individual's attitudes, desires, and effort to learn 
the language (Gardner, 1985, 2007). 
More specifically, I looked at motivation in relation to what has been understood in the 
Saudi situation as the relative neglect of speaking skills. Commentators point to a 
number of educational problems that appear to affect students’ communicative 
achievement. For instance, the English curriculum in Saudi Arabia emphasizes grammar 
over other skills and does not work towards improving students’ speaking abilities. 
Moreover, many English teachers in Saudi Arabia follow practices that may limit 
communicative achievement. Teachers speak most of the time, leaving little opportunity 
for students to practise their speaking skills. Furthermore, when students are given time 
to practise speaking, activities often entail simple questions or artificial dialogues. In 
Saudi classes, students’ speaking skills are rarely tested, oral group work is rarely 
undertaken, feedback is rarely given and negotiation of meanings does not occur (Al-
Hajailan, 2003). These factors are investigated in this study in terms of their 
implications for language learners’ motivation. 
While nearly all people master their first language (L1) relatively easily and to a high 
level of proficiency, this is not the case for second, additional or foreign languages, 
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especially when language learning occurs primarily in formal educational settings. 
Considerable research effort has been dedicated to explaining this phenomenon and 
motivation has long been of interest in this regard. For example, researchers suggested 
that motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation affect learners’ language 
achievement significantly (Liu, Lin, Jian & Liou, 2012; Richards & Schmidt, 1983). 
Motivation itself is affected by several factors. Firstly, it is affected by students’ 
integrativeness – “a high level of drive on the part of the individual to acquire the 
language of a valued second-language community in order to facilitate communication 
with that group” (Gardner, Smythe, Clement & Gliksman, 1976, p.199). Secondly, it is 
affected by students’ attitudes toward their teacher and course. Thirdly, it is affected by 
‘motivational intensity’ – students’ desire, effort, and positive affect toward learning the 
language (Gardner, 1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). Finally, motivation is affected by 
other factors including teachers’ communicative style and language class activities 
(Dörnyei, 2001).  
The literature reveals the importance of motivation in learning a second language (L2) 
and how it affects students’ achievement. There is evidence that learners with 
favourable relations with the target language community as well as positive attitudes 
toward the learning situation are ‘motivated’ learners (Gardner, 1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 
2007). The socio-educational model for understanding motivation proposed by Gardner 
(1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) highlights three classes of variables: integrativeness, 
attitude toward the learning situation, and motivational intensity. This is the model that 
informs my research. In investigating Saudi students’ motivation for learning to 
communicate in English, I adopted Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-
educational model and his Attitude Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) which tests all 
variables related to motivation in the model. 
The literature reviewed in order to set up my research indicated that teaching strategies 
supporting motivation may influence students’ communicative competence. These 
strategies include teacher communicative style and the teaching and learning activities 
adopted in language classes. A small interview study conducted before the main part of 
my research suggested that these factors might be useful for understanding the English 
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language learning motivation of Saudi students. Therefore, teaching strategies that 
support motivation were investigated in the survey that constitutes the main part of my 
research. Survey items measuring teaching strategies supporting motivation were 
adopted from Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and 
Dörnyei (2008) who proposed teachers’ communicative styles and language class 
activities as teaching strategies that support students’ motivation. 
To summarise, in this study, I investigated Saudi students’ actual and self-reported 
communicative competence and factors affecting their competence such as motivation 
and teaching strategies supporting motivation. The study is comparative; it involves one 
group of students who had experience only of Saudi English language education and 
one group of Saudis who were undertaking part of their English studies in Australia. A 
comparative study was of interest because I expected that apparent differences in 
teaching method in the two countries might be implicated in teaching strategies that 
support motivation. That half the participants were in a country where English was the 
dominant and majority language also suggested the possibility of differences of 
integrativeness. In addition, for purposes of analysis and comparison, I looked at the 
social factors of gender, age and level of education. The interview study and the 
literature suggested the importance of these factors. 
While grounded in investigation of Saudi students’ motivation, findings from this study 
are of wider interest. They add to understanding of the effect of motivation and 
strategies supporting motivation on students’ communicative competence and increase 
the knowledge base in this area of research (i.e., communicative competence, 
motivation, and strategies supporting motivation). Based on the results of this study, 
changes are recommended in teaching methods, teaching strategies, class courses, and 
learning strategies for Saudi educational settings. The research suggests that various 
techniques can be designed and implemented to motivate the students to develop their 
communicative competence. This might be cause for consideration by language 
educators in other contexts around the world where motivation may be affecting 
students’ capacity to achieve the communicative competence in oral English required of 
them in these early decades of the twenty first century.  
CHAPTER 1: Introduction 
4 
 
1.1 Background to the study 
This section starts with acknowledging the two contexts in the study. In this study 
participants are from two different contexts: the Saudi context (a foreign language 
context) and the Australian study-abroad context (a second language context). Also, this 
section shows the importance of English in Saudi society and the development of 
English teaching in Saudi Arabia. It also elaborates the thinking which informed my 
decision to conduct a comparative study of Saudi students in Saudi Arabian and 
Australian educational institutions and to look at the implication of social factors of 
gender, age, and level of education on students’ language achievement. 
1.1.1 Studying English abroad vs. at home 
It is generally assumed that studying abroad brings greater benefits because students 
have more chances to interact with native speakers. When studying the target language 
in its context, learners encounter more opportunities to use the language outside the 
classroom, and they are often exposed to the L2 through the local media than they 
would be at home (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 
students who are learning English in Australia may have more opportunities for 
developing their communicative competence than students learning English in Saudi 
Arabia. However, not all study-abroad students benefit from opportunities found in the 
target language contexts. Students may be overwhelmed by the complexity of the 
language that surrounds them, especially when NS do not adjust their speech to the 
students’ linguistic limitations (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). As this study compares 
between two different groups in two different contexts it may be more fruitful to 
investigate the dynamics of the learning environment and how it can be made more 
effective for promoting gains in oral performance. 
 
1.1.2 The place of English in the Saudi society 
The use of the English language has become common since Saudi Arabia began 
developing in the later part of the twentieth century. Now Saudis need to master spoken 
and written English in order to live their everyday life without difficulties. English 
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today is needed almost everywhere for health services, travel, business, and managing 
technology (Elyas & Picard, 2010). Accordingly, in recent years, the Saudi government 
has realized the importance of the English proficiency of Saudi students. As a result, it 
began offering scholarships to students as an attempt to help Saudis improve their 
English. This has seen Saudi students sent abroad to countries like America, Australia, 
Britain, and Canada in order to master the English language. The aim is to develop 
proficiency that will enable Saudi students to undertake courses in English-medium 
environments successfully (Ministry of Higher Education, 2010). In this way the Saudi 
government is investing in the future of Saudi Arabia; it requires students studying 
abroad to not only succeed in their studies, but also to return in order to contribute to 
Saudi society while attaining better jobs and lives. Given the status of English as an 
additional language in Saudi Arabia, the Saudi education system has a major role in 
developing the English proficiency of the population. Current approaches to English 
education in this system must be understood in relation to the more than eight decades 
of formal English language education. Therefore, I now provide a brief overview of the 
traditions and conditions of English language education in Saudi Arabia. 
1.1.3 English in the education system in Saudi Arabia: Influences on motivation 
and communicative outcomes 
Students in Saudi Arabia go to primary school for six years and then to secondary 
school for six more years. In Saudi Arabia, English teachers are regulated by the 
national identity that structures the educational system, language practices, and 
pedagogy (Elyas & Picard, 2010). To elaborate, the English curriculum in Saudi Arabia 
offers a number of conditions that facilitate the cultural and religious values of the 
society. The most important condition affecting the teaching of English in Saudi Arabia 
has been its status. During the early history of education in Saudi Arabia, there was a 
general reluctance to teach English or any other foreign language. Only a few schools 
included English in their curriculum and then only for a few hours per week and at the 
secondary school level. English was only included in the curriculum of all primary 
schools in Saudi Arabia in 2003 (Elyas & Picard, 2010). 
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Figure: 1.1.Succession of English language teaching methods in Saudi Arabia (Al-Hajailan, 2003; Al-
Twairish, 2009) 
 
 
English language teaching in Saudi Arabia started in 1929 (Al-Twairish, 2009) and has 
entailed a succession of teaching methods. In the 1940’s, the core emphasis of the 
courses was to teach reading, writing and grammar. In the 1950’s, the aural-oral 
approach was adopted, which used a lot of repetition, imitation, and drills. The 
emphasis was on language rules, composition, reading short stories and novels, and 
translating from and into Arabic and English (Al-Hajailan, 2003). In 1982 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) was adopted through new sets of books 
published by Macmillan that taught all skills in an integrated fashion (Al-Twairish, 
2009). The communicative approach is “a set of principles about teaching including 
recommendations about method and syllabus where the focus is on meaningful 
communication not structure, use not usage” (Jin, 2008, p. 81). CLT originally 
developed in western nations where English is an L2 for English language learners. 
There was initially considerable professional and academic debate about the 
appropriateness of CLT for other contexts. However, as it became clear that English is 
the language of the current era of globalization, CLT became entrenched in language 
education – in policy at least – around the world because of its explicit pursuit of 
communicative competence. In Saudi Arabia, however, administrative problems meant 
that the Macmillan books were replaced with a new series known as English for Saudi 
Arabia written by an expert group from King Fahd University of Petroleum and 
Minerals (Al-Twairish, 2009).  
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Some shortcomings have been identified in the English for Saudi Arabia textbooks. 
From a communicative perspective, the most obvious shortcoming is that they are 
structurally oriented, support traditional methods of teaching, and focus on teaching 
grammar and vocabulary. In addition, most of the exercises require mechanical, rather 
than communicative drills (Al-Twairish, 2009). Other weak points in the English 
curriculum include: negligible attention to oral skills; the relative absence of 
examinations in speaking; and the almost total lack of practical suggestions and 
techniques for developing oral communicative competence in English (Abu-Ghararah, 
1998). These characteristics would seem inimical to the communicative outcomes 
sought of English language education in Saudi Arabia. 
Also, another weakness in the English for Saudi Arabia textbooks would seem to be 
that these textbooks are not relevant to students' needs and interests (Al-Twairish, 
2009). From a communicative perspective, it is assumed that during the learning of a 
language, student control, variety, choice, and opportunity are important dimensions of 
effective teaching and learning tasks (McGroarty, 2001). However, creation of control, 
variety, choice, and opportunity do not feature in most school curricula which specify 
not only goals but also the means, including given methods and materials used to 
achieve them (McGroarty, 2001). In Saudi schools, it is the Ministry of Education 
which sets curricula, syllabus design, materials, methods, and forms of assessment; 
teachers and students have little or no scope to alter them (Al-Twairish, 2009).   
The disappointing outcomes of English language education in Saudi Arabia are 
understood by some in terms of the low communicative value of the linguistic content 
of the English curriculum, and the absence of listening and speaking skills in the final 
exams (Abu-Ras, 2002). EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia spend much time in drilling 
without providing opportunities for students to communicate in the target language 
(Bakarman, 2004). Moreover, communicative activities in the Saudi curriculum are 
boring for the students and the Ministry of Education imposes grammar-based 
evaluation (Abu-Ras, 2002). From a CLT perspective, all of these characteristics would 
seem to work against high level communicative outcomes from English language 
education. They are a point of distinction, too, from the English language teaching 
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methods in place in Australia (Fushino, 2010). Hence, I expected a comparative study 
of Saudi students in Saudi Arabia and Australia to generate interesting findings about 
the implication of teaching strategies supporting motivation in students’ communicative 
competence. 
Before proceeding to look at motivation, it is worth noting that English language 
teachers’ understandings of ‘communicative competence’ do not necessarily match 
those of researchers. This is of interest when communicative competence is taken as a 
goal for English teaching. Regarding how EFL teachers conceptualize the term 
‘communicative competence’ and put it into practise in their teaching, Nazari (2007) 
interviewed EFL teachers in Iran. Teachers were asked: What does ‘communicative 
competence’ mean to you? Responses such as ‘basic’ and ‘vocabulary, forms, 
functions’ seem to imply narrower views of communicative competence. Statements 
such as ‘repertoire’, ‘creatively apply’, ‘not memorizing’, and ‘creative use’ seem to be 
indicative of broader meanings of ‘communicative competence’. 
Teachers were also asked: What kinds of activities do you ask your students to do in the 
classroom? Why? Certain expressions such as ‘summarization’, ‘comprehension’, and 
‘production’ can be labelled as ‘activities dealing with broader concepts of 
communicative competence’ because they seem to focus on comprehension and 
production, which sound like flexible activities. Statements such as ‘sentence making’, 
‘structure teaching’, and ‘word memorizing’ may be labelled as ‘activities dealing with 
narrower concepts of communicative competence’ because they appear to further focus 
on memorization and isolated chunks of language, which are mechanistic. Nazari 
(2007) found that teachers seem to be aware of both broad and narrow meanings of the 
concept of communicative competence, but they do not seem to make a distinction 
between the two. Accordingly, some of the activities teachers maintain they assign to 
their students can be said to be affected by their narrower views of ‘communicative 
competence’ and some by their broader ones. 
EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia are not qualified and trained enough to teach English 
using the CLT approach (Abu-Ras, 2002; Al-Twairish, 2009). Abu-Ras (2002) 
investigated the applicability of the CLT approach in the Saudi context. He conducted 
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his study on 180 EFL teachers in Makkah using a questionnaire related to the factors 
that hinder the effective use of the CLT approach. The study showed a number of 
findings: (1) some EFL teachers do not have a clear idea about the CLT approach; (2) 
the CLT approach goes against the beliefs of some EFL teachers about EFL learning; 
and (3) some EFL teachers are not communicatively competent in English (Abu-Ras, 
2002). In addition, Abu-Ras identified other issues related to Saudi EFL students. For 
example, activities are boring for the students and grammar-based evaluation is imposed 
by the Ministry of Education (Abu-Ras, 2002). 
Similarly, a study was conducted by Bakarman (2004) in Saudi Arabia in order to 
correlate teachers' theoretical knowledge of CLT and their practice in classroom. She 
investigated the level of female EFL intermediate teachers’ awareness of the CLT 
approach. Also, she investigated the extent to which this impeded the implementation of 
this approach in teaching English in the intermediate schools. The most significant 
result was the teachers' unawareness of the theory underlying the CLT approach. 
Consequently, they did not apply the principles of the CLT approach in their teaching. 
What worsens the situation, according to Bakarman, is that Saudi EFL teachers cannot 
distinguish between the principles of different methods of teaching English, to the 
extent that they are not following any particular approach.  
In addition, Bakarman found out that the number of students in each class, which 
exceeded 40, prevented them from participating in effective communicative activities, 
such as group work and role play. Furthermore, only four periods per week are 
provided, which does not offer much exposure to the target language. Both researchers 
viewed that textbooks do not focus on notions and functions of the language and do not 
include a variety of communicative activities. 
Before proceeding to discuss other possible influences on student motivation and 
outcomes, it is worth reiterating that it is differences in teaching methods in the two 
countries that are of interest here, not the status of English as a second or foreign 
language per se in Australia and Saudi Arabia. Many researchers have examined the 
difference between language learning motivation in second and foreign language 
environments (Warden & Lin, 2000). An L2 is a language that is learned in an 
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environment where for most people that language is usually used as a medium for 
everyday communication. The learner of the L2 is surrounded by all kinds of visual and 
auditory stimulation in the target language and therefore has many motivational 
advantages (Oxford & Shearin, 1994). This is the situation for English language 
learners in Australia. In contrast, a foreign language is one that is learned in an 
environment where that language is not usually used as the medium for everyday 
communication. Generally, foreign language learners rarely have the opportunity to use 
the target language because their own native language surrounds them. Typically, 
foreign language learners receive stimulation and input in the target language only in 
the classroom and by artificial means (Oxford & Shearin, 1994). Historically, this has 
been the situation for English language learners in Saudi Arabia, although the 
emergence of English as a global language is changing the status of the language in the 
country. In any case, Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) predicts in his AMTB, 
which is used in this study, that the results of learners’ motivation and attitudes will be 
comparable in second and foreign language environments (Masgoret & Gardner, 2003). 
Therefore, it does not matter whether the study is conducted in second or foreign 
language situations-or both, as in this study.  
1.2 Social factors as influences on motivation and communicative 
competence  
Gender is a focus of interest in this study. There have been many attempts to define L2 
learning motivation and to discover relationships between motivation and gender (Mori 
& Gobel, 2006). In early work, Gardner and Lambert (1972) found in language 
classrooms that females were more motivated than were male language learners. 
Females were also found to have more positive attitudes toward speakers of the target 
language. In the years following these findings of gender differences in language 
learning motivation, other researchers found evidence implying the existence of gender 
differences in motivation and attitudes of students in the US learning Spanish; the UK 
learning modern languages; Canada learning French; and students enrolled in French, 
German, and Spanish courses at the college level in US universities (e.g., Bacon & 
Finnemann, 1992; Clark, 2010; Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Ludwig, 1983). Following 
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the general trend in motivational research in L2 learning, many researchers focused on 
the instrumental and integrative types of motivation first proposed by Gardner and 
Lambert (1972). Those researchers (e.g., Bacon & Finnemann, 1992; Gardner & 
Lambert, 1972; Sung & Padilla, 1998) found female students in the US learning 
Spanish; Canada learning French; and female students in in public schools in California 
learning Japanese, Chinese, and Korean had greater motivation – instrumental and 
integrative – and more positive attitudes toward studying a foreign language than male 
students.  
Although gender was not the focus of their studies, Dörnyei and Clement (2001) 
reported possible gender differences in motivation. Their study was conducted in 
Hungary with 4765 students. Using a large-scale attitude/motivation survey, these 
researchers found that female students scored significantly higher than male students on 
the scales of all of the seven motivational dimensions in most of the target languages. 
The motivational dimensions included Direct Contact with L2 Speakers, 
Instrumentality, Integrativeness, Vitality of L2 Community, and Cultural Interest. By 
‘vitality of L2 community’ was meant “the perceived importance and wealth of the L2 
communities in question” (Csizer & Dörnyei, 2005, p. 21-22). By ‘cultural interest’ was 
meant “the appreciation of cultural products associated with the particular L2 and 
conveyed by the media” (Csizer & Dörnyei, 2005, p. 21).  
In Japan, Kimura, Nakata and Okumura (2001) reported the results of an investigation 
on gender and grade differences. The questionnaire used in the study is a partially 
revised version of the Japanese-language instrument. The question items in this 
instrument were based on the components of motivation suggested by Schmidt, Boraie 
and Kassabgy (1996). However, some items were either modified or newly added so 
that the wordings could more precisely describe the EFL contexts in Japan. The study 
found a significant effect for gender and grade on one factor – preference for teacher-
centred lectures, specifically males. However, they did not find any differences in the 
other five factors: Intrinsic-Instrumental-Integrative Motive, Extrinsic-Instrumental 
Motive, Influence of Good Teachers, Language Use Anxiety, and Negative Learning 
Experiences. The distinctions between instrumental, integrative, intrinsic, and extrinsic 
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motive are as follows: integrative motivation- the desire to integrate oneself with the 
target culture; instrumental motivation- the desire to learn a language for a specific 
purpose such as employment; intrinsic motivation- the desire to engage in activities in 
anticipation of internally rewarding consequences such as feelings of competence and 
self-determination; and extrinsic motivation- the desire to engage in activities in 
anticipation of a reward from outside of and beyond the self (Kimura et al., 2001, p.48-
49). The construct, ‘influence of good teachers’, referred to learners attributing their 
success in learning a foreign language to their teachers. By ‘language use anxiety’ was 
meant anxiety among students that hinders classroom interactions; and by ‘negative 
learning experiences’, the experience of poor teachers or teaching. 
The existence of gender and age differences in L2 attitudes and motivation suggested to 
some researchers (MacIntyre, Baker, Clement & Donovan, 2002) the possibility of 
interesting patterns of effects on L2 communication variables. Those researchers’ 
studies found evidence of such patterns. Of interest to this study is the finding that 
gender interacted with age to influence L2 communication variables. This finding was 
explained in terms of differences in males’ and females’ developmental pathways. To 
elaborate, whereas boys' overall willingness to communicate and anxiety levels remain 
constant across the three grade levels (grades 7-8-9), girls show an increase in 
willingness to communicate and a decrease in anxiety from grade 8 to grade 9. A partial 
explanation of these results can be found in developmental psychology. Increased self-
consciousness is associated with the onset of puberty, which is, on average, earlier for 
girls than for boys. For girls, puberty begins approximately between the ages of 12 and 
13 years (grades 7-8), whereas for boys the average onset of puberty corresponds to 
grade 9, between 13.5 and 14 years. Grade 9 girls might be past the most anxiety-
provoking phase of puberty, perhaps making them less anxious and more willing to 
communicate. The persistence of age effects amongst older language learners remains 
an empirical question and is addressed in this study.  
Language pedagogy places great emphasis on communication, the practical nature of 
which has been linked to a variety of social characteristics. As shown in previous L2 
research, communication is dependent on both prior experiences in communicative 
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situations and personality characteristics such as anxiety, perceived competence, and 
many social characteristics sustaining the student's communication behaviour 
(MacIntyre et al., 2002). Accordingly, gender and age might have an impact on L2 
communication and other individual-difference variables (MacIntyre et al., 2002). In 
several studies conducted by Gardner (1985), females show more positive attitudes 
toward language learning. The researcher argues that differences in attitudes might be 
responsible for gender differences in achievement. 
Research examining the relationship of gender to a variety of communication variables 
has generally assumed females and males behave in predictable trait-like ways. Males 
and females are expected to communicate according to societal expectations, and 
appropriate communication behaviour is learned through adaptation to gender 
expectations (Wheeless & Duran, 1982). In the past it was accepted that, in general, 
gender differences showed better performance of females on verbal tasks and males on 
spatial tasks (Tittle, 1986). However, the general literature on gender differences in 
educational settings has been criticized and such predictions should best be considered 
unsupported (Baker & Maclntyre, 2000). 
In this study, gender differences between Saudi male and females participants are 
examined. Given cultural and religious expectations about gendered behaviour in Saudi 
Arabia with implications for communication in public settings, gender was of interest in 
this study. Findings about differences are compared to previous studies investigating 
gender differences in L2 learning.  
Two social factors that are of interest in my study and appear to coexist together in 
many studies are ‘Age’ and ‘Educational level’. Gardner (2000) believes that it is worth 
considering the effect of age and experience on the role of attitudes and motivation in 
L2 learning, even though such an expectation is not proposed in the socio-educational 
model of L2 acquisition. Crookes and Schmidt (1991) claimed that relationships 
between integrative motivation and achievement in an L2 disappeared when other 
influences such as age were statistically controlled, thus implying that relationships 
differ as a function of age.   
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Different studies showed differing results regarding the relationship between 
motivation, age, and level of education. For example, Cenoz’s (2003) study investigated 
the effect of students’ age and level of education on motivation to learn English as a 
foreign language. 135 primary and secondary school students from a school in 
Gipuzkoa participated in the study. The group of primary school starters were found to 
score significantly highly on both dimensions compared to two groups of high school 
starters. In other words, younger starters liked English more and were more motivated 
to learn it. 
Also, in a study conducted by Masgoret and Gardner (2003) a meta-analysis 
investigated the relationship of L2 achievement to five attitude/motivation variables 
from Gardner’s socio-educational model. These relationships were examined using the 
AMTB involving 10,489 individuals. Two additional variables, availability of the 
language in the community and age level of the students, were examined to assess their 
moderating effects on the relationships. Regarding age and level of education, three age 
levels of participants were examined: elementary school children, secondary school 
students, and university level students. This was done to determine whether age of 
learning moderates the relationships between achievement and attitudes and motivation. 
The results showed that it was amongst the younger students that the higher correlations 
appeared.  
However, in Tragant’s (2006) study, different results were found. The study 
investigated three parts of relationships related to motivation. First, she examined the 
relationship between motivation and the hours of instruction received. The aim was to 
determine the impact of the learning experience on motivation.  The interest was in 
whether the initial motivation that students show in primary education diminishes, 
increases, or is sustained throughout secondary education. The second purpose was to 
analyse relations between motivation and the age of language learning onset to establish 
whether students who started learning English at the age of 8 show higher levels of 
motivation than those who started at the age of 11 and older. The final purpose was to 
investigate the interaction of motivation and achievement to determine whether the 
strength of this interaction is sensitive to the age of the learners or the learning 
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experience. 759 learners of English in Barcelona participated in this study. With respect 
to the interaction between motivation and hours of instruction, the results show that 
primary school students are the least likely to report that they like learning English. The 
proportions rise when students move on to secondary education and they remain quite 
stable until the last year of high school. In short, the data do not confirm the drop in 
motivation that is often reported in the literature among teenage students who have been 
studying the foreign language for several years (e.g., MacIntyre et al., 2002). When 
examining the relationship between motivation toward language learning and age of 
onset, the results show that students who started learning English at the age of 18 or 
older reported being more motivated that those who started at the age of 8 or 11. This 
observation is not surprising given that these adult learners were studying English on 
their own initiative. Findings from the data on motivation and achievement show that 
correlations were higher with younger learners. These findings are similar to Masgoret 
and Gardner’s (2003) findings.  
Age and education level might have an impact on L2 communication (Maclntyre et al., 
2002). Dewaele (2007) analysed variation in self-perceived oral communicative 
competence of 474 native speakers of German learning English as an L2. Participants 
were generally highly educated with 42 having a high school diploma, 133 a bachelor’s 
degree, 154 a master’s degree, and 145 a doctoral degree. Ages ranged from 16 to 73. 
Dewaele found that early starters rated their oral communicative competence in English 
significantly more highly than participants who started learning English later. 
In this study, age and education level of Saudi participants are examined. Participants’ 
ages ranged from 18 to 32. All participants have graduated from Saudi high schools and 
are studying at English institutes in Saudi Arabia or Australia in order to continue their 
future studies. In this study, participants were aiming for different education levels (e.g., 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, or PhD). Findings about differences are compared 
to previous studies investigating age and level of education differences in L2 learning.  
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1.3 Aims of the study 
The aims of this study are:  
1. To examine participants’ actual and self-reported communicative competence. 
The participants include two groups of Saudi students: 
a. Saudi students who are currently enrolled in English courses in Australian 
educational institutions; and 
b. Saudi students living in Saudi Arabia who have graduated from Saudi 
Arabian high schools and are studying in English language institutes in 
Saudi Arabia. 
2. To identify factors that influence the English communicative competence or self-
reported competence, of the two groups. 
3. To investigate the effect of motivation, and teaching strategies supporting motivation, 
on communicative competence or self-reported communicative competence for the two 
groups of Saudi students. 
In order to pursue these aims I have conducted a small interview study to measure 
participants’ actual communicative competence and identify factors influencing it. 
Then, a survey study was conducted to measure the relationships between motivation, 
teaching strategies supporting motivation and participants’ self-reported communicative 
competence.  
1.4 The research questions and hypotheses 
Research question: What is the role of motivation and teaching strategies supporting 
motivation on Saudi students’ actual and self-reported communicative competence in 
English? 
Sub-questions: 
• What is the level of Saudi students’ communicative competence or self-reported 
communicative competence? (interview and survey studies) 
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• What are the factors affecting Saudi students’ motivation? (interview study) 
• What teaching strategies support Saudi students’ motivation? (interview study) 
• Are there significant differences between the self-reported communicative 
competence, motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation of Saudi 
students in Saudi Arabia and Saudi students in Australia? (survey) 
• Are there significant effects of motivation on self-reported communicative 
competence? (survey) 
• Are there significant effects of teaching strategies supporting motivation on self-
reported communicative competence? (survey) 
• Are there significant effects of teaching strategies supporting motivation on 
motivation?  
Hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1. There is a difference between the self-reported communicative 
competence of Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Hypothesis 2. There is a difference between the motivation of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Hypothesis 3. There is a difference between teaching strategies supporting motivation 
of Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Hypothesis 4. There is a positive and significant relationship between motivation and 
communicative competence.  
Hypothesis 5. There is a positive and significant relationship between teaching 
strategies supporting motivation and communicative competence. 
Hypothesis 6. There is a positive relationship between teaching strategies supporting 
motivation and motivation. 
CHAPTER 1: Introduction 
18 
 
1.5 Significance of the proposed study 
This study addresses Saudi students’ actual and self-reported communicative 
competence and how these are affected by motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation in Saudi Arabian and Australian English language teaching 
institutions. During the last few decades, English language teaching in Saudi Arabia has 
gone through different phases (see the earlier section on English in the education system 
in Saudi Arabia), all of which emphasize grammar over other skills including speaking 
(Abu Ras, 2002). However, with Saudi Arabia developing and opening up to different 
cultures, especially western ones, it is important that Saudis master spoken English in 
order to mingle with these cultures. In other words, communicative competence is a 
goal of English language education in Saudi Arabia. Throughout the world, CLT has 
been adopted – not without debate and development for local contexts – to pursue this 
goal. CLT was introduced into Saudi Arabia but did not take root. Accordingly, there is 
widespread belief that teaching methods current in the country are not producing 
optimal communicative outcomes. 
In addressing the challenges of English language education for Saudi Arabia, this study 
investigated the actual and self-reported communicative competence of Saudi students 
studying in Australia and in Saudi Arabia. This study also identified different factors 
affecting students’ communicative competence including: integrativeness, attitudes 
toward the learning situation, and motivational intensity. Also, the study investigated 
the effect of teaching strategies supporting motivation such as teachers’ communication 
styles and language class activities. By investigating the effect of motivation and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation on Saudi students’ communicative 
competence, improvements on current methods of teaching spoken English in Saudi 
Arabia were identified.  
1.6 Structure of the thesis 
There are seven chapters in this thesis. In this introductory chapter, I have presented the 
background to the problem, the place of English in Saudi society, an overview of 
English in the education system in Saudi Arabia, and the methods of English language 
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teaching in Saudi Arabia. I have also stated the aims of the study, the research 
questions, and the significance of the study. In Chapter Two I develop the theoretical 
perspective of the study by reviewing theories of communicative competence, 
highlighting the definition that I followed in this research. In the chapter I also present a 
review of literature on motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation. The 
chapter ends with a section presenting the model used in this study. Chapter Three sets 
up the research methodology. In that chapter, the research methods, research procedure 
and the data collection and analysis are introduced. Chapter Four present the results of 
the interview study. Given the dearth of research on English language learning 
motivation in Saudi Arabia, the interview study was designed to inform the survey for 
the main study. Chapter Five presents the descriptive statistics for the main study – the 
survey. Chapter Six presents the detailed procedures undertaken to assess the research 
model developed in Chapter Four. Finally, Chapter Seven concludes the thesis with 
discussion and analysis of the significance of the findings. This chapter also 
recommends directions for further research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 Overview  
In this study, I examined the actual and self-reported communicative competence of 
Saudi students who are currently enrolled in English courses in Australian educational 
institutions and Saudi students who have graduated from Saudi Arabian high schools 
and are studying in English language institutes in Saudi Arabia. Participants’ actual and 
self-reported communicative competence was measured according to Canale and 
Swain’s (1980) definition. The purpose of measuring the two groups’ actual 
communicative competence was to compare the competence level of the two groups. 
Next, I identified factors affecting the two groups’ communicative competence, which 
are motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation. Students’ motivation was 
measured according to Gardner’s socio-educational model (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 
2007) and teaching strategies supporting motivation were measured according to 
Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). 
 
This chapter reviews the literature on communicative competence, motivation, and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation, which underpinned the research. It looks at 
theories of communicative competence, and operationalizes the communicative 
competence definition that I followed in my study. With respect to ‘motivation’, the 
main focus is on Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational theory. 
Theories of teaching strategies supporting motivation are discussed because of the 
hypothesized effect of teachers’ communicative style and language class activities on 
students’ communicative competence.  
2.2 Theories of communicative competence 
The focus of my study is on comparing the actual and self-reported communicative 
competence and factors influencing it of two different groups of Saudi students. As was 
stated in Chapter One, communicative competence is understood as the underlying 
system of knowledge and skills required for communication (Canale & Swain, 1980; 
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Alptekin, 2002). Here I review the work of some major researchers regarding 
communicative competence in order to develop the definition used in my study when 
measuring participants’ communicative competence. 
2.2.1 Definitions 
‘Communicative competence’ is a theoretical construct, a primary learning goal, and a 
pedagogical approach, even a measure for assessment, all in one (Byrnes, 2006). In the 
United States, foreign language education professionals have used the terms 
‘communicative competence’ and ‘proficiency’ as synonyms for oral communication 
(Larson, 2006). This use of the term is the one I make in my study. 
 
The term ‘communicative competence’ was coined by Hymes (1972). Hymes was 
reacting against a pedagogic tradition that favoured memorization of grammatical rules 
and word-for-word translation of sentences. This was the so-called grammar-translation 
approach to foreign language education (Kramsch, 2006). He was reacting also against 
the audio-lingual instructional approach. The term ‘audio-lingual’ refers to two 
components of the communication process: ‘audio’ emphasizes listening, while 
‘lingual’ stresses the speaking aspect. The audio-lingual methodology, developed in the 
mid-40s, was primarily a response to the need for more effective aural and oral skills, 
rather than the reading and writing skills that had for many years been in the foreground 
of language learning (Abu-Mulhim, 2009). These pedagogies were perfectly suited to 
the needs of an administrative mentality for which knowledge was bounded in texts or 
in fixed dialogues and was to be exercised through imitation and repetition (Kramsch, 
2006). However, in recent decades societies have required considerably more of second 
and foreign language learners. 
 
The concept of ‘competence’ was important in linguistics in the second half of the 
twentieth century. For Chomsky (1965), the focus of linguistic theory was to 
characterize the abstract abilities speakers possess that enable them to produce 
grammatically correct sentences in a language. From this perspective, the concern was 
with ‘linguistic competence’ as “knowledge of the language system” – in a word, 
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grammatical knowledge. But from the overall underlying knowledge and ability for 
language use that the speaker-listener possesses, competence involves far more than 
knowledge of and ability for grammaticality (Ma, 2009). Hymes (1972) therefore 
challenged Chomsky’s linguistic theory. He argued that rules of grammar would be 
useless without rules of use. If a speaker were to produce grammatical sentences 
without regard to the situations in which they were being used, he would certainly be 
regarded as unstable (Ma, 2009). Competence, seen as overall underlying linguistic 
knowledge and ability, thus must include concepts of ‘appropriateness’ and 
‘acceptability’. Hymes (1972) suggests that linguistic competence is a sub-division of a 
greater whole-communicative competence. Language is one form of communication 
among others, and full communication involves mastery of all the codes, position, non-
verbal cues and so on. And language itself differs from situation to situation and from 
communicative dyad to communicative dyad. These constraints on language use are as 
important as the rules of grammar. An implication of this is that the study of 
competence should involve consideration of such variables as attitude, motivation, and 
a number of socio-cultural factors (Ma, 2009). Hymes (1972) believes that the 
acquisition of communicative competence is sustained by social experience, needs, 
motives, and issues in action that is itself a renewed source of motives, needs, 
experience. 
 
Where Chomsky assumed that competence is the knowledge shared by all fluent native 
speakers, Hymes drew on ethnographic research – a form of research exploring cultural 
phenomena – to show variation in individual speakers’ underlying knowledge (Cazden, 
2011). And where Chomsky assumed that the only knowledge that counted in linguistic 
theory was knowledge of formal structure, Hymes argued that such theory also had to 
account for knowledge of patterns of use (Cazden, 2011). In Hymes’s definition, 
communicative competence includes not only knowledge of language forms but also 
knowledge of form-function relationships created from language use in social life 
(Cazden, 2011; Nazari, 2007). 
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Building on Hymes’ (1972) original theory, Canale and Swain (1980) proposed an 
understanding of communicative competence which reflects the use of the linguistic 
system and the functional aspects of communication respectively (Ma, 2009). An 
analysis of communicative competence is found in Canale and Swain (1980) whereby 
communicative competence is seen to be made up of four major strands: “grammatical 
competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic 
competence” (Canale & Swain, 1980). I now provide a brief description of each of these 
categories of competence.  
 
The first dimension of communicative competence is ‘grammatical competence’. It is a 
concept that includes increasing expertise in grammar. It consists of several aspects: 
• Lexical items (words) and rules of morphology (word formation); 
• Syntax (the grammatical arrangement of words in sentences); 
• Sentence grammar semantics (the correct meanings of words in correct 
grammatical structures) (Canale, 1983; Alptekin, 2002); and  
• Phonology (the phonemes represented by the graphemes of the language and also 
syllable structure, word pronunciation, intonation and stress) (Ma, 2009). 
 
In order to convey meaning, language learners must have the knowledge of words and 
sentences; that is, they must understand how words are segmented into various sounds, 
and how sentences are stressed in particular ways. Thus, grammatical competence 
enables speakers to use and understand English language structures accurately, thereby 
contributing to their fluency (Ma, 2009).  
 
The second dimension of communicative competence is sociolinguistic competence. It 
involves knowing what is expected socially and culturally by users of the target 
language (Ma, 2009; Alptekin, 2002; Canale, 1983). Knowledge of language alone does 
not adequately prepare learners for effective and appropriate use of the target language. 
Learners must also acquire the rules and norms leading to the appropriate timing and 
realization of speech acts. Understanding the sociolinguistic side of language helps 
learners know what comments are appropriate and also how to respond nonverbally 
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according to the purpose of the talk (Ma, 2009).  
 
The third dimension of communicative competence is ‘discourse competence’. It is 
concerned with inter-sentential relationships (Alptekin, 2002). In discourse, whether 
formal or informal, the rules of cohesion and coherence apply. This aids in holding the 
communication together in a meaningful way. In communication both the production 
and comprehension of a language require ability to perceive and process stretches of 
discourse, and to formulate representations of meaning from referents in both previous 
sentences and following sentences (Ma, 2009). Therefore, effective speakers should 
acquire a large range of structures and discourse markers to express ideas, show 
relationships of time, and indicate cause, contrast, and emphasis. With these, learners 
can manage turn-taking in conversation (Ma, 2009).  
 
The fourth dimension of communicative competence is ‘strategic competence’. This 
refers to the way learners manipulate language in order to meet communicative goals. It 
is the ability to compensate for imperfect knowledge of linguistic, sociolinguistic, and 
discourse rules. With reference to speaking, strategic competence refers to the ability to 
know how to keep a conversation going, how to terminate the conversation, and how to 
clear up communication breakdown as well as comprehension problems (Ma, 2009). 
Strategic competence refers to mastery of verbal and non-verbal communication 
strategies (Canale, 1983).  
 
In summary, ‘grammatical competence’ refers to what Chomsky calls ‘linguistic 
competence’ and what Hymes intends by what he describes as ‘formally possible’ (Ma, 
2009). It is the field of grammatical and lexical capacity. ‘Sociolinguistic competence’ 
refers to an understanding of the social context in which communication takes place, 
including role relationships, the shared information of the participants, and the 
communicative purpose for their interaction (Alptekin, 2002). ‘Discourse competence’ 
refers to the understanding of individual message elements in terms of their 
interconnectedness and of how meaning is represented in relationship to the entire 
discourse or text. ‘Strategic competence’ refers to the coping strategies that 
CHAPTER 2: Literature Review 
25 
 
interlocutors employ to initiate, terminate, maintain, repair and redirect communications 
(Ma, 2009).  
 
In terms of the development of theories of communicative competence, a certain 
commonality exists in the way different researchers have defined communicative 
competence. The common concerns when defining communicative competence are: 
pragmatic language meaning in context (sociolinguistic competence); knowledge and 
use of language above the sentence level in spoken and written discourse (discourse 
competence); and active language use in learning activities (strategic competence) 
(Leung, 2005).  
Figure: 2.1. Measuring communicative competence adopted from Canale and Swain (1980) 
Participants’ 
communicative 
competence 
Sociolinguistic 
competence
Strategic 
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Discourse 
competence
Grammatical 
competence 
Morphology VocabularySyntax Non-verbalVerbalAppropriatenessCoherence Cohesion 
 
 
The theoretical framework presented by Canale and Swain (1980) very quickly acquired 
the status of a central doctrine for English language teaching, which has persisted to this 
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day in various manifestations in applied linguistics and ELT teacher education 
handbooks (Brown, 2000). However, the framework has been further developed by later 
researchers. These refinements inform the understanding of communicative competence 
in this thesis and so are briefly elaborated here. Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) 
definition of communicative competence included the competences identified by Canale 
and Swain, but they incorporated strategic competence in sociolinguistic competence. 
Furthermore, they renamed discourse competence as pragmatic competence and made 
vocabulary a sub-category of this category rather than grammatical competence. 
Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) inclusion of vocabulary as an element of pragmatic 
rather than grammatical competence is based on their observation that certain non-
native speakers with little or no grammatical competence are nevertheless able to 
maintain some meaningful communication on the basis of their knowledge of 
vocabulary alone.  
 
Figure: 2.2. Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) communicative competence framework 
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Savignon (1985) viewed communicative competence similarly to Canale and Swain 
(1980). However, she construed discourse competence as an important component of 
communicative competence that requires an understanding of how utterances are strung 
together to form a text, that is, a meaningful whole. Further, she suggested that strategic 
competence, another communicative competence component, requires strategies for 
making the best use of what one knows about how a language works in order to 
interpret, express, and negotiate meaning in a given context (Savignon, 1985). The 
model of communicative competence used in this thesis is informed by the work not 
only of Canale and Swain (1980), but also of Bachman and Palmer (1982). 
 
 
Figure: 2.3. Savignon’s (1985) communicative competence 
 
 
 
 
 
In summary, the concept of communicative competence is well established in theory in 
the L2 education field. Moreover, for approximately four decades, researchers have 
investigated the development of communicative competence by L2 learners. It has been 
shown that L2 communicative competence is influenced by learner motivation and the 
teaching strategies supporting motivation (Liu, Lin, Jian & Liou, 2012; Richards & 
Schmidt, 1983). In watershed research, Gardner and Lambert (1972) found that L2 
achievement was related not only to language aptitude, but also to motivation. This 
challenged long-established assumptions about the factors involved in L2 learning. 
Since then, researchers have used different ways of assessing motivational variables in 
various contexts and languages to investigate the role of motivation in learning an L2 
(e.g., Clement, Gardner & Smythe, 1980; Clement & Kruidenier, 1983, 1985; Dörnyei, 
1994; Ely, 1986; Gardner, 1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1991; 
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Julkunen, 2001; Ramage, 1990). In the next section of this chapter I review aspects of 
this extensive body of scholarship that are of relevance to my study.  
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2.3 Motivation and its relation to students’ communicative competence 
2.3.1 Introduction 
Students’ motivation in language learning is one of the two main components in my 
theoretical model. Motivation is considered one of the most important factors in second 
language acquisition (SLA) (Sun, 2010) because it is thought to determine the level of 
active personal involvement in L2 learning (Warden & Lin, 2000). By contrast, 
unmotivated students are insufficiently involved and therefore unlikely to develop their 
L2 skills. Motivation determines how ready and willing learners are to get more 
information and to increase their ability to understand, speak, and write the L2 (Engin, 
2009). 
 
Troudi (2007) conducted a study on students in the Arabian Gulf. In Troudi’s study, 
which included Saudi students, participants mentioned that they did not need English 
because they were going to study their subjects of specialty in Arabic. However, this is 
not always the case. As stated in Chapter One, Saudis nowadays need to master English 
in order to manage their everyday lives without difficulties. Many situations require 
English proficiency in Saudi Arabia, such as health services, travel, business, and 
managing technology. Also, in recent years the Saudi government has been offering 
scholarships to English-speaking countries (Ministry of Higher Education, 2010). 
Therefore, many Saudi students will need to master English to succeed in their studies 
abroad. In looking at motivation of Saudi students then, I need to consider the students’ 
perceptions of the utility of the language. To this end Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 
2006, 2007) socio-educational model is applied in my research. I turn now to a brief 
description of the model.  
2.4 The study’s model 
The study’s model includes two main parts. The first part of the model measures 
motivation in L2 learning according to Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-
educational model. Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) model is adopted in my 
study for a number of reasons. First, “integrativness” which is an important variable in 
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Gardner’s model is relevant to my study because almost half of the participants are 
studying English in Australia and I wanted to explore if integrating with Australians 
effected communicative competence in English. Also, Gardner’s model investigates 
learners’ “attitudes toward the learning situation” which includes attitudes toward the 
teacher and the course. Investigating learners’ attitudes toward the learning situation is 
an aim in my study. I was interested in learners revealing their attitudes toward the 
course and the teacher to help identify factors affecting learners’ communicative 
competence or self-reported competence. Finally, learners’ “motivational intensity” is a 
major part in Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) model. Motivational intensity 
investigates participants’ desire, effort, and positive affect toward learning the language, 
which is an aim in my study. 
 
The second part of the model investigates the effect of teaching strategies supporting 
motivation on learners’ communicative competence according to Dörnyei (2001b), 
Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 
2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational model covers most issues I intended to investigate 
in this study but there are other issues such as teachers’ communicative styles and 
language class activities that are not found in Gardner’s model and were of interest to 
me as explained in the previous chapter. In this study I aimed to investigate the manner 
in which teachers communicate in English classes. Activities such as using group work 
and feedback were regarded as part of teachers’ communicative style. Other language 
class activities enabling participation and negotiation of word meaning were 
investigated in order to explore their effect on Saudi students’ communicative 
competence.  
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Figure: 2.4. The study’s theoretical model for motivation by Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation by Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and 
Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008) 
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2.4.1 First part of the model: Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) Socio-
educational Model  
First part of the model: The name of this model reflects the social and educational 
aspects investigated using the model. It comes from Gardner’s (1985) belief that 
“languages are unlike any other subject taught in a classroom in that they involve the 
acquisition of skills or behaviour patterns (educational) which are characteristic of 
another cultural community (socio).” (p. 146).  Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 
2007) socio-educational model consists of three main variables: integrativeness, 
attitudes toward the learning situation and motivational intensity (see figure 2.5). 
 
Figure: 2.5. Gardner’s socio-educational model (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) 
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Gardner has been primarily responsible for the continued development of this model of 
motivation in L2 learning. This has included the development of the AMTB (Gardner, 
Clement, Smythe & Smythe, 1979; Gardner, 1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). The 
AMTB has stimulated a large number of empirical studies (Bernaus & Gardner, 2008; 
Gardner & MacIntyre, 1991; Gardner, Tremblay & Masgoret, 1997; Masgoret & 
Gardner, 2003; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). Furthermore, it has resulted in attempts to 
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synthesize the results of such studies into a revised model that Gardner calls the ‘socio-
educational model’ (Gardner, 1979, 1980, 1985, 1988, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). 
2.4.1.1 The history of motivational research in L2 learning 
The first three decades of L2 motivation research until about the early 1990s was mostly 
inspired by the pioneering work of social psychologists in Canada, most particularly 
Robert Gardner, Wallace Lambert, Richard Clement, and their associates (Dörnyei, 
2003). A great deal of empirical research during this period was aimed at measuring the 
association between various aspects of motivation and L2 learning achievement through 
applying versions of a standardized motivation test, the AMTB (Gardner, 1985, 2001, 
2004, 2006, 2007), developed by Gardner’s research group at the University of Western 
Ontario. It was this emerging body of research studies that established motivation as a 
major factor of L2 acquisition, similar in its impact to the well-researched learner 
variable of language aptitude (Dörnyei, 2001).  
 
It is no accident that L2 motivation research was initiated in Canada and that it was 
dominated by a social psychological emphasis there. Understanding the unique 
Canadian situation with its coexistence of Anglophone and Francophone communities 
speaking two of the world’s most vital languages has been an ongoing challenge for 
researchers in the social sciences, and the Canadian government has actively promoted 
and sponsored research in this vein (Dörnyei, 2001). Accordingly, Robert Gardner and 
Wallace Lambert (1972) viewed L2s as mediating factors between different ethno-
linguistic communities in multicultural settings. They considered the motivation to learn 
the language of the other community to be a primary force responsible for enhancing or 
hindering intercultural communication and affiliation. In Saudi Arabia, being able to 
speak English has become a necessity if one is to live without difficulties. 
 
Saudis learn English for instrumental or integrative purposes or for both. As for Saudis 
in Australia it may be hypothesized that they are learning English for both instrumental 
and integrative reasons. People living and working in societies other than their own 
learn the target language for initiating and encouraging social interactions. In such 
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situations integrative motivation becomes a compelling factor for successful acquisition 
of L2 (Crookes & Schmidt 1991). The other type of motivation, called ‘instrumental 
motivation’ in the acquisition of L2, is mainly practical. The main feature of 
instrumental motivation is to achieve something from learning an L2 particularly, such 
as assisting people in their job or living (Hussain & Sultan, 2010). Instrumental 
motivation is concerned with its practical aspects, for example meeting the requirements 
for one’s education, finding jobs, higher salaries, or higher status in community. 
Instrumental motivation occurs in those social contexts in which the learner has a low 
desire to integrate with the culture of target language. Although both types of 
motivation are important factors in the acquisition of L2, integrative motivation is 
generally found to be more effective as compared to instrumental motivation in the 
study of L2 (Ellis 1994; Crookes & Schmidt 1991). Brown (2000) assumed that 
students can work simultaneously with both forms of motivation. She argued that 
international students living in the United States and trying to achieve academic 
excellence as well as cultural integration in the society may combine both the 
approaches. 
 
Dörnyei (1994) described Gardner’s socio-education model as being the most 
significant development in the study of language learning motivation. Gardner and 
Lambert’s discovery that success is achieved according to the learner’s attitude toward 
the linguistic-culture community of the target language added a social dimension to the 
study of motivation to learn an L2. Gardner and Lambert’s model of L2 motivation 
combines motivation theory with social psychological theory that made it much more 
elaborate and advanced than many contemporary mainstream psychological models of 
motivation. Also, their model is empirically testable and explained a considerable 
amount of variance in learner motivation and achievement (Dörnyei, 1994). 
 
The period following the social psychological period of L2 motivation was called the 
cognitive-situated period. It started in the first half of the 1990s by Crookes and 
Schmidt (1991) and was characterized by the belief that motivational sources are 
closely related to the learner’s immediate classroom environment. However, the 
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significance of the sociocultural orientations and language attitudes advocated by 
Gardner and associates were never questioned (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011). The 
expanding of the theoretical framework of L2 motivation entailed incorporating 
additional variables derived from cognitive theories of motivation (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 
2011). In response to the calls for the adoption of a wider vision of motivation, 
Tremblay and Gardner (1995) incorporated four concepts as mediating variables 
between attitudes and behaviour. These four components are: persistence, attention, 
goal specificity, and causal attribution (see Tremblay & Gardner, 1995 model of L2 
motivation). The period following the cognitive-situated period is the process-oriented 
period. This period focuses on motivational processes as they happen in time. The first 
to highlight ‘focus on time’ were Williams and Burden (1997). Motivation according to 
them is more than simply arousing interest. It involves sustaining interest and investing 
time and energy into putting the necessary effort in to achieve certain goals.  
 
The concept of integrative motivation was a useful one for research into the teaching 
and learning of many languages during the final quarter of the twentieth century. 
However, the status of English has changed dramatically during that period; the new 
place of English in Saudi Arabia, described in Chapter One, is indicative of 
developments around the globe. This raises a fundamental question about the ongoing 
utility of the concept of integrative orientation for motivation research. For example, 
Dörnyei and Ushioda (2011) believe that motivation to learn English is now likely to be 
different in many ways from learning other second or foreign languages. They argue 
that as English becomes a global language, ownership of the language does not rest with 
a specific defined community. Consequently, as they point out, traditional concepts of 
L2 motivation such as integrativeness, and attitudes to target language speakers and 
their culture, begin to lose meaning, as there is no clear target reference group and 
English is seen simply as a basic educational skill not tied to a particular culture or 
community.  
 
To begin addressing the issues raised by Dorneyi and Ushioda (2011), it is useful to 
think about the very notion of ‘native speaker’. This notion has been highly contentious 
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in recent decades. Pennycook (2012) believes that the issue of English being the 
property of all was brought to the surface to challenge the dominant position of native 
speakers as teachers of the language. He argues that due to the preference of native 
speakers of English as teachers of the language many non-native teachers find 
themselves in dominated positions in the field of English language teaching. But these 
arguments, although politically important, have maintained and in some cases 
strengthened the distinction between native and non-native speaker. Pennycook (2012) 
offers a way out of this binary – and a way understanding the importance of 
integrativeness in a world where English does not belong to a specific community. 
 
Pennycook (2012) questions whether it is only English that has no native speakers (p. 
79). He believes that other international languages such as French, Arabic, Spanish, 
Hindi and various others that are spoken across national borders do not have native 
speakers while those spoken only within a more local domain do.  To suggest that it is 
only English that has no native speakers leaves other languages stranded with the same 
old dichotomy (Pennycook, 2012). Also, he argues that if it is allowed that different 
world Englishes do have native speakers, then these are seen as speakers of varieties of 
English, which still maintains the fiction of an English core, even if its native speakers 
now speak a wider variety of Englishes.  
 
Pennycook (2012) goes on to argue that even if some scholars can no longer relate the 
‘English language’ to a specific community, people living in communities have 
particular local ways of using the English language. People communicate and socialize 
in these communities using local practices of English. From this perspective, we do not 
actually ‘speak languages’ (p. 98) and we are not in fact ‘native speakers’ of things 
called ‘languages’; rather, we engage in language practices. The aim is to be a 
‘resourceful speaker’ (p. 99) in the practices of local communities. By this, Pennycook 
means that the learner should both have available language resources and be good at 
shifting between the language practices of different local communities of English 
speakers. From this perspective, then, there is a community of English speakers; they 
are the people who know the local practices. As a result, learners learning English need 
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to learn the practices of the communities with which they are engaged. Integrativeness 
remains a useful notion even in a world of global Englishes. 
2.4.1.2 The Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB)  
The AMTB, which is used in this study to measure learners’ motivation was designed to 
measure three primary concepts in the socio-educational model: integrativeness, 
attitudes towards the learning situation and motivational intensity (Masgoret & Gardner, 
2003). I have adjusted the scales reflecting the integrative motive in the original AMTB 
to suit my study: 
1. Integrativeness (Attitudes toward English speakers, Integrative orientation). 
2. Attitudes toward the learning situation (My English teacher-evaluation, My 
English course-evaluation). 
3. Motivational intensity (Desire to learn English, Effort spent learning English, 
Positive affect). 
The AMTB is a well-tested and validated tool that has been used in many empirical 
studies. For example, Bernaus and Gardner (2008) investigated language-teaching 
strategies as reported by teachers and students in Spain and the effects of these 
strategies on students’ motivation and English achievement. In their study, students 
were tested on their attitudes, motivation, and language anxiety using the AMTB. Also, 
Gardner and MacIntyre (1991) investigated the effects of integrative motivation on the 
learning of French/English vocabulary using the AMTB. Gardner et al. (1997) 
examined a number of variables that have been shown to correlate significantly with 
indices of L2 achievement. Participants were 102 university students enrolled in 
introductory French. In their study they used the AMTB to measure: motivation to learn 
French, orientation to learn French, French class anxiety and French use anxiety. 
Another example of studies using the AMTB is Wesely’s (2009) study. Her study 
examines the motivation to learn an L2 among sixth grade students who attended a 
French immersion school. The AMTB was used to measure participants’ integrativeness 
and attitudes toward the learning situation. Also, Csizer and Dörnyei (2005) used items 
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from the AMTB in their study that aimed to use Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 
to evaluate a proposed theoretical model concerning the internal structure of the L2 
motivation complex and its impact on motivated behaviour. Their participants were 
8,593 Hungarian students. 
 
All the scales from the AMTB were used in this study except for “interest in foreign 
languages”. This scale was excluded because the results of the first phase in this study 
(interview phase) indicated that participants did not show interest in other foreign 
languages; participants were interested in learning English only. This was not surprising 
because English is the only foreign language Saudi students learn in Saudi Arabian 
schools and is especially important to national and individual advancement. I turn now 
to a brief description of each scale of the AMTB used in this study. 
2.4.1.2.1 Integrativeness 
The first variable related to motivation in Gardner’s socio-educational model is 
“integrativeness”. Gardner and Lambert (1972) found that success in language 
achievement depends on the learner’s affective predisposition toward the target group 
(Warden & Lin, 2000). This led them to form the concept of “integrative orientation”, 
which represents “a high level of drive on the part of the individual to acquire the 
language of a valued second-language community in order to facilitate communication 
with that group” (Gardner et al. 1976, p.199).  
 
Two scales have been included in the AMTB to measure Integrativeness (Gardner, 
1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). One is attitudes toward the target language group, 
because it was expected that favourable attitudes toward the target group may facilitate 
such openness, whereas negative attitudes may impede it. The other scale is integrative 
orientation. It was hypothesized that individuals who expressed an interest in learning 
the language in order to interact, meet, socialize, become friends, etc. with members of 
the other community would be more open than individuals who did not express such 
reasons (Gardner, 2001).  
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Many researchers have found integrative motivation to be an important factor in 
predicting student success in the L2 classroom across many different learning situations 
(Dörnyei & Clement, 2000; Dörnyei & Schmitt, 2001; Ely, 1986; Gardner, 1985, 2000, 
2001, 2004, 2006, 2007; Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Hernandez, 2006; Masgoret & 
Gardner, 2003). For example, Gardner and Lambert (1972) discovered a positive 
relationship between integrative motivation and the language achievement of learners of 
French as an L2. Ely (1986) further investigated the use of the integrative and 
instrumental motivation paradigm for learners of Spanish as an L2. His factor analysis 
of learners responses to a questionnaire confirmed the existence of three motivation 
factors: (a) integrative motivation, (b) instrumental motivation (interest in the practical 
benefits of language studies, such as acquiring a job), and (c) motivation provided by 
the need to fulfil the foreign language requirement of courses. Ramage (1990) examined 
the relationship between motivation and the desire to continue to enrol in French or 
Spanish courses after completing the second year of high school. She discovered a 
positive relationship between interest in the L2 culture and intent to continue studying 
French or Spanish. Hernandez (2006) investigated the ability of integrative motivation, 
instrumental motivation and the need to fulfil a foreign language requirement to predict 
scores on the simulated oral proficiency interview (SOPI). Participants were 130 
students completing a forth-semester Spanish course at university. Students were first 
given a questionnaire that consisted of three subscales: integrative motivation, 
instrumental motivation and the foreign language requirement to indicate which reasons 
for studying the language were important to them. To assess participants’ oral 
proficiency a 25-minute SOPI was administered. The findings demonstrate that 
integrative motivation was the main contributor to learners’ success in oral proficiency. 
Given the continuing salience of integrative motivation as established earlier, these 
findings across diverse learning situations suggest the usefulness of the theoretical 
framework in my study. Therefore, it is a good fit for my study.   
 
Importance of Integrative Motivation 
The most developed and researched facet of Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) 
motivation theory has been the integrative aspect. The significance of this concept is 
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attested to by its appearing in Gardner’s theory in three different forms: Integrative 
Orientation, Integrativeness, and the Integrative Motive. Gardner has also emphasized 
this dimension in his writing (e.g., Gardner, 2001).  
 
Gardner (2007) continues to maintain that across a large number of studies there have 
been, in most cases, significant correlations between at least some aspects of the 
integrative motive and some aspects of L2 proficiency. He acknowledges that there are 
other aspects involved in second-language acquisition beside integrative motivation 
such as instrumental motivation. However, he still believes that those who are 
integratively motivated will probably be more successful in language learning than 
those who are not so motivated. 
 
Integrative motivation has often been held to be a superior support for language 
learning (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991). In a number of studies, Gardner found that 
success or failure in learning French in Canada was associated with whether learners 
wanted to become part of French culture, as opposed to learning French for only 
instrumental reasons.  
 
In a study conducted by Hernandez (2010), descriptive statistics confirmed that students 
studying abroad demonstrated integrative and instrumental motivation to study Spanish 
as an L2. The students reported an interest in speaking with native speakers both in the 
United States and in other Spanish-speaking regions (integrative motivation) as two of 
the most important reasons for taking Spanish courses. Most of the students were also 
interested in using their Spanish for future travel (integrative motivation). In addition, 
almost all participants expressed an interest in the pragmatic benefits of Spanish 
language studies (instrumental motivation), reporting that it was important for them to 
know Spanish in order to enhance future career opportunities. Also, simultaneous 
multiple regression analysis identified integrative motivation as a significant predictor 
of student interaction with the L2. The results demonstrate that study-abroad learners 
with higher integrative motivation had more contact with the Spanish language outside 
CHAPTER 2: Literature Review 
41 
 
of class through participation in speaking, reading, writing, and listening activities than 
did the learners with lower integrative motivation. 
2.4.1.2.2 Attitudes toward the learning situation used in this study 
The second variable related to motivation in Gardner’s socio-educational model is 
“attitudes toward the learning situation”. This variable involves attitudes toward any 
aspect of the situation in which the language is learned. These attitudes affect learners’ 
motivation and could be directed toward the teacher and the course in general. For 
example, classroom-learning motivation is motivation in the classroom situation, or in 
any specific situation that is influenced by a number of associated factors such as the 
teacher, the class atmosphere, the course content, and materials (Gardner, 2007). 
 
There are two scales in Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) AMTB that assess 
attitudes toward the learning situation. Both are used in this study:  
2.4.1.2.3 Attitudes toward the course  
Three “attitudes toward the course” variables used in this study. They are: attitudes 
toward the course (materials), attitudes toward the course (classroom atmosphere), and 
attitudes toward the teacher. 
2.4.1.2.3.1 Attitudes toward the course (materials)  
Learners’ attitudes toward materials used in a language course influence their 
motivation to learn the language (Gardner, 2007). There are four determinations that 
affect learners’ evaluation of language tasks and the degree of effort they will apply in 
their learning. These are: interest, relevance, confidence, and satisfaction (Julkunen, 
2001). ‘Interest’ means that learners’ curiosity is aroused and sustained throughout the 
task. ‘Relevance’ means that learners have to perceive that important personal needs are 
being met by the learning task. ‘Confidence’ means that learners have to perceive that 
they have a chance to succeed, to think that they control their own learning, and to 
attribute success and failure to effort. Finally, ‘satisfaction’ means that learners should 
feel satisfied with the outcomes of learning (Julkunen, 2001).  
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Language teaching materials have an important role and effect in language learning 
because motivation to learn can be created from these materials (Gardner, 2007; Sun, 
2010). Language class materials that help improve learners’ communicative competence 
are those which are related to learners’ lives or to current events; offer choices about 
what, where, how, or with whom work is done; include problems for learners to solve 
that are realistic and challenging; and involve creating a product or provide some 
concrete form of accomplishment (Lepper, 1998; Sun, 2010). Authenticity of class 
activities is regarded as determining aspects of learners’ attitudes toward the course. 
Morrow (1991) believes that activities are regarded as authentic when learners are given 
the opportunity to handle language in the spoken and written modes as whole texts, 
above the sentence level in real time with real language in real situations. The notion of 
‘real’ here refers to simulated forms of actual communication as represented by 
classroom activities (Morrow, 1991). Brecht and Robinson (1993) state that students 
may view classroom communication as artificial for a number of reasons. Firstly, the 
topic of a conversation class may be chosen and directed by the teacher. Secondly, some 
teachers are not truly interested in what their students are saying and the students notice 
this. This is important because when learners feel that their listener is truly listening to 
what they have to say, an element of reality is added to their conversation.  
2.4.1.2.3.1.1 Attitudes toward the course (classroom atmosphere): Anxiety 
Anxiety is one of the factors of attitudes toward the course which is part of attitudes 
toward the learning situation (Gardner, 1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). ‘Attitudes 
toward the learning situation’ is a variable subsumed by the category motivation in 
Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational model. Since the mid 
1960s, scholars have suggested the possibility that anxiety interferes with L2 learning 
and performance (Horwitz, 2001). In general terms, anxiety “is the subjective feeling of 
tension, apprehension, nervousness, and worry associated with an arousal of the 
autonomic nervous system.” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p.125). By extension, language 
anxiety is  “the feeling of tension and apprehension specifically associated with L2 
contexts, including speaking, listening, and learning” (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1994, p. 
284).  
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Horwitz et al. (1986) proposed that a situation-specific anxiety construct, which they 
called Foreign Language Anxiety, was responsible for learners’ negative emotional 
reactions to language learning. Foreign language anxiety is “a distinct complex of self-
perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviours related to classroom language learning 
arising from the uniqueness of the language learning process” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p. 
128). Many people find foreign language learning, especially in classroom situations, 
acutely stressful (Horwitz et al., 1986).  
 
Horwitz et al. (1986) identify three components of foreign language anxiety. The first is 
communication apprehension. This is when the learner has mature thoughts and ideas 
but limited L2 vocabulary to express them. Failure to express oneself or to understand 
another person leads to apprehension. The second component is fear of negative social 
evaluation. In this form of anxiety, learners are uncertain of themselves and what they 
are saying, so they may feel that they are incapable of creating a good social 
impression. The third component is test anxiety, specifically, apprehension in relation to 
academic evaluation. The academic requirements of the school and teacher mean that 
the student is always evaluated on proficiency aspects while that proficiency is being 
acquired. This conceptual framework led them to develop the Foreign Language 
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) to measure the phenomenon.  
 
Figure: 2.6. Foreign language anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1986) 
 
 
 
 
 
Foreign language anxiety 
Communication apprehension Fear of negative social 
evaluation 
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MacIntyre and Gardner (1989) evaluated Horwitz et al.’s work and also interpreted 
language anxiety in the context of the psychology of social anxieties. MacIntyre and 
Gardner (1989) found significant negative correlations between a specific measure of 
language anxiety (French-class anxiety) and performance on a vocabulary-learning task. 
As a result, Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) in his AMTB proposed the French-
class anxiety scale. This scale measures the degree to which learners report feeling 
embarrassed or anxious in language class. Gardner has suggested that scales are directly 
concerned with foreign language anxiety, such as the AMTB, are more appropriate for 
studying language anxiety than are general anxiety scales. MacIntyre and Gardner 
(1989) report that studies have found significant negative correlations of French-class 
anxiety with course grades.  
 
A study by Steinberg and Horwitz (1986) explored the effect of induced anxiety 
(making learners feel anxious intentionally) on the content of oral descriptions of 
stimulus pictures. Participants were 20 Spanish-speaking young adults enrolled in an 
intensive ESL program at the University of Texas at Austin. Participants were divided 
into two groups. One group was put in a stressful environment and the other in a 
comfortable condition. The researchers found that subjects who were made to feel more 
anxious tended to describe visual stimuli less interpretively than did subjects in a 
relaxed, comfortable environment. Another study by Aida (1994) examined the role of 
anxiety in Japanese language learning among college students. Aida found a significant 
negative correlation between anxiety scores and final grades among American second-
year Japanese students. Results show that factors that had an impact on students’ 
anxiety in learning Japanese were speech anxiety and fear of negative evaluation, fear 
of failing the Japanese class, degree of comfort when speaking with native speakers of 
Japanese, and negative attitudes toward the Japanese class. These findings support the 
views of language anxiety proposed by MacIntyre and Gardner (1989) and underline the 
importance of this to my study. 
 
Ewald (2007) examined whether students experience anxiety even after they had 
reached upper-level language courses. Participants were 21 upper-level, advanced 
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students of Spanish from Saint Joseph’s University. Many of participants claimed to 
experience more anxiety in their upper-level Spanish classes than in their other non-
Spanish classes. They pointed out that courses taught in a foreign language are more 
difficult. Furthermore, when comparing their experience of beginning and intermediate 
Spanish classes in high school or college, nearly half said they feel more nervous in 
upper-level Spanish courses because of the demand of higher proficiency and harder 
materials. Although these same students said that their classmates were not sources of 
anxiety because they shared the same language learning experience, it was still clear 
that their classmates’ knowledge and abilities cause them to doubt their own, hence 
producing a certain level of anxiety. This is important in my study because I look at the 
influence of classmates on learners’ anxiety which affects their motivation in language 
learning. 
 
Wu (2010) investigated how Taiwanese students perceive the relationship between their 
language learning strategy and anxiety in the foreign language classroom. Participants 
were 66 university students in northern Taiwan. All participants were English majors. 
Participants expressed their level of language learning anxiety when taught using the 
grammar-translation teaching approach and CLT. The results indicated that most of the 
participants expressed a more favourable attitude toward the CLT approach. Teaching 
strategies used in the CLT approach such as assigning students to talk in pairs or small 
group were less anxiety-provoking than talking in front of the whole class. Most of the 
participants agreed that group/pair work, which is a main strategy in CLT, is effective in 
developing student oral conversational skills because it creates a motivating 
environment for students to use English; promotes a greater amount of student 
involvement; and increases the quantity of oral/aural language practice. Moreover, 
group/pair work helps those students not willing to speak in front of a full classroom. 
This study relates to my study because it looks at group work and its effect on creating a 
more relaxed environment. Also, the study investigated whether speaking in English in 
front of the whole class increases students’ anxiety. These two issues, group work and 
speaking in front of the whole class and their relation to anxiety, are examined in my 
study. 
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2.4.1.2.3.2 b. Attitudes toward the teacher 
The second component of attitudes toward the learning situation in Gardner’s socio-
educational model is ‘attitudes toward the teacher’. Language teachers have 
considerable influence on learners’ motivation since they are the ones most directly 
implicated in L2 instruction (Noels, 2001). Learners are more motivated to speak when 
they have good relationships with their teachers (Stipek, 2002). However, students’ 
classroom motivation is not only influenced by relations with teachers but also, as 
Dörnyei (1994) states, by allocating responsibility to students, offering them options, 
and involving them in the decision making. Students’ motivation to learn a language is 
enhanced when teachers explain reasons for learning rather than stressing grades 
(Lepper, 1998). Also, providing feedback to improve competence in a positive and non-
controlling manner increases learners’ motivation (Noels, 2001). Dörnyei (1994) argues 
that tasks should be presented by teachers in a way that calls learners’ attention to the 
purpose of the activity, its practical value, and even the strategies that are useful in 
completing the task. This, as he claims, will raise learners’ interest and motivation.  
 
Learners’ perceptions of language teachers as controlling or informative can affect their 
motivation to learn the target language. In language classes, informative teachers tend to 
provide choice about which activities to do and when to accomplish them. Controlling 
teachers tend to use threats or rewards, deadlines, or imposed goals (Deci & Ryan, 
1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The positioning of the teacher as a facilitator and guide can 
encourage learners to construct meaning through genuine linguistic interaction during 
class time (Brown, 2001).   
 
Noels, Clement, and Pelletier (1999) investigated the relationship between students’ 
perceptions of their teachers and students’ motivation and language competence. 
Participants consisted of 78 students registered in a 6-week summer French immersion 
program in Canada. The study found that intrinsic motivation was negatively associated 
with class anxiety, with perceptions of the teacher as controlling, and with perceptions 
of being controlled by the environment. It also found that intrinsic motivation was 
positively related to motivational intensity, to intention to continue language study, to 
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self-evaluation of language skills, and to perceptions of the teacher as informative. 
Moreover, perceptions of the teacher as controlling were positively correlated with class 
anxiety and negatively correlated with motivational intensity and self-evaluation, 
whereas perceptions of the teacher as informative were positively correlated with 
motivational intensity and intention to continue with language study. These results 
indicate a relationship between students’ perceptions of their teacher’s communicative 
style and their own motivation. Whenever students viewed their teacher as controlling, 
their motivation was hindered, but when they viewed their teacher as informative, their 
motivation increased.  
 
Similar results regarding the teacher being cooperative or controlling in the class were 
found in the work of den Brok, Levy, Brekelmans and Wubbels (2005). This study 
investigated the influence of teacher cooperation and control as perceived by learners on 
four aspects of learner motivation (pleasure, effort, confidence, and relevance) in an 
English as a foreign language (EFL) course. Participants in this study were 1041 third-
year secondary students in 52 classes from the Netherlands. It was found that both 
cooperation and controlling at the class level had an effect on pleasure, effort, and 
relevance; that is, the more the students perceived the teacher as cooperative, the more 
the students reported experiencing pleasure, effort, and relevance. The effects of 
proximity were greater than those for influence, and whereas proximity also had an 
effect on confidence, influence did not.  
2.4.1.2.4 Motivational Intensity 
The third main variable in Gardner’s socio-educational model is motivational intensity. 
Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) model proposes that integrativeness and 
attitudes toward the learning situation are two correlated variables that support the 
individual’s motivational intensity to learn an L2, and that it is motivational intensity 
that is responsible for achievement in the L2. This conceptualization implies that 
integrativeness and attitudes toward the learning situation are related to achievement in 
the L2, but that their effect is indirect, acting through motivational intensity (Gardner & 
Smythe 1975; Masgoret & Gardner, 2003). 
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This hypothesis was tested directly by Gardner (1979), who investigated the 
correlations of measures of integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, and 
motivational intensity with objective measures of French achievement, grades in 
French, and speech production in two samples of grade 11 students (Masgoret & 
Gardner, 2003). Gardner found that the correlations of motivational intensity with all 
the measures of achievement were higher than those for measures of integrativeness and 
attitudes toward the learning situation. Moreover, significant correlations of 
integrativeness and attitudes toward the learning situation became non-significant when 
motivation was overlooked. In contrast, when either of integrativeness and attitudes 
toward the learning situation were overlooked, the correlations of motivation with 
achievement correlations remained significant.  
 
The variable, motivational intensity, comprises three elements: effort, desire, and 
positive affect (Gardner, 2001). First, the motivated individual expends effort to learn 
the language. That is, there is a persistent and consistent attempt to learn the material, 
by doing homework, seeking out opportunities to learn more, and doing extra work. 
Second, the motivated individual wants to achieve the goal. Such an individual will 
express a strong desire to learn the language, and strive to achieve success. Third, the 
motivated individual will enjoy the task of learning the language. Such an individual 
will say that it is fun, a challenge, and enjoyable.  
 
Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) proposes that all three components of 
motivational intensity are necessary to properly describe motivation in language 
learning. He argues that effort, which is one component of motivational intensity, is not 
a complete description of motivation because individuals might expend considerable 
effort to please a teacher or a parent without any real motivation to learn the L2. 
Similarly, desire to learn the language and satisfaction with learning the language do not 
in themselves reflect true motivation; they must co-exist with effort. 
 
In this study, motivational intensity is measured in the AMTB using three scales. One 
scale assesses the amount of effort the individual expends in learning the language. A 
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second scale is considered to assess the extent to which the individual wants to achieve 
a high level of competence in the target language. The third scale measures the affect 
experienced while learning the language. 
 
To sum-up, a major part of this study focuses on the effect of motivation on learners’ 
communicative competence. Therefore, I use Gardner’s socio-educational model that is 
designed to measure the effect of motivation on L2 achievement. Motivation in 
Gardner’s socio-educational model is measured using the AMTB that includes three 
main scales: integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation and motivational 
intensity.  
2.4.2 Second part of the model: Teaching strategies supporting motivation  
The study’s theoretical model contains two main sections. The first part is motivation, 
which is measured according to Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-
educational model and has been explained above. The second part of this study’s model 
is teaching strategies supporting motivation or as Dörnyei and Otto (1998) call them, 
“motivational influences”. These strategies are measured according to Dörnyei (2001b), 
Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). 
Figure: 2.7. Teaching strategies supporting motivation proposed by Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei 
(2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teaching strategies supporting motivation or motivational influences “include all the 
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(Dörnyei & Otto, 1998, p. 47). Dörnyei (2001a) grouped strategies supporting 
motivation into four categories. The first category concerns conditions in the classroom; 
that is, basic motivational conditions created by adopting appropriate teacher 
behaviours, having a good relationship with learners, maintaining a pleasant and 
supportive atmosphere in the classroom, and providing group norms to promote a 
cohesive learner group. In this study, I look at a sub-category of classroom conditions, 
namely teachers’ communicative style. I look also at language class activities. This is a 
sub category of Dörnyei’s second category. The second category focuses on generating 
learner motivation by enhancing language-related values and attitudes, increasing goal 
orientation, making the curriculum relevant and creating realistic learner beliefs. The 
third and forth of Dörnyei’s categories are related to increasing learner self-confidence 
and encouraging positive self-evaluation. These categories were not used in the study 
because they are beyond the scope of my study. Each of the two categories that are 
relevant is now described in depth. 
 
2.4.2.1 Teachers’ communicative style 
Teachers’ communicative style is a factor in teaching strategies supporting motivation 
that is investigated in this study. ‘Teachers’ communicative style’ means the way 
teachers organize communication in classes (Dörnyei, 2001). English teachers may use 
a variety of teaching strategies to communicate with learners during lessons. For 
example, they may divide the class into groups to enable learners to communicate. Also, 
they may give feedback as a means of communication with learners during the lesson 
(Dörnyei, 2001).  
 
English teachers in the Arabian Gulf rely mostly on repetition and memorization to 
promote learners’ literacy (Syed, 2003). For example, a common practice is pre-written 
English topics in high schools for the final exams. Students are usually asked to 
memorize a few pre-written essays within the textbook for the final exam (Elyas, 2008). 
Therefore, the learners are judged on how well they have memorized the vocabulary 
and the structure of the essay in the particular topic they choose rather than how they 
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can use the language to create independent meaning (Elyas, 2008). These practices 
differ from those which have been linked to communicative competence, such as group 
work and feedback (Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007; Dörnyei, 2001; Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 
2008). However, practices linked to communicative competence are likely to occur in 
an Australian English teaching context (Fushino, 2010). Accordingly, both group work 
and feedback are aspects of teachers’ communicative style that are of interest in this 
study. Each of these aspects is now discussed in detail.  
2.4.2.1.1 a. Group work  
Group work is regarded part of teachers’ communication style according to Cheng and 
Dörnyei (2007). Group work has been increasingly used in English as an L2 or English 
as a foreign language classrooms as methods of teaching have shifted from teaching 
discrete aspects of language, such as grammar and vocabulary, to developing learners’ 
communicative competence in English (Fushino, 2010). During group work, it is 
assumed that learners have sufficient opportunities to interact with each other in their 
L2 in natural ways, thereby, developing their communicative competence (Fushino, 
2010). 
 
It is argued that learners learn the L2 more effectively when they have opportunities to 
learn meaningful language that can be applied in a context to accomplish goals 
important to them (Chamot & O’Malley, 1996). Effective communication requires 
regular opportunities to apply what is being learned such as opportunities for practising 
in authentic interactive contexts. Swain and Miccoli (1994) believe that collaborative 
learning during group work engages learners in longer conversations about topics of 
their interest. Through these conversations, they argue, learners may use more linguistic 
functions than in normal teacher-student interactions. Moreover, their conversation may 
involve the negotiation of meaning and form, offering the opportunity to increase the 
clarity of their input and the accuracy of their output (Swain & Miccoli, 1994).  
 
In short, there is widespread argument that learners learning English should be able to 
interact orally with their teachers as well as with their peers so they can immediately 
apply their understanding of the language. Teachers and peers can indicate accurate and 
CHAPTER 2: Literature Review 
52 
 
appropriate language uses in the context of these interactions (Chamot & O’Malley, 
1996). Yet, English classes in Saudi Arabia are usually held four times a week for 50 
minutes each period. Each class has 30 to 35 students. Therefore, a teacher does not 
have enough time to communicate with every student. Also, teachers do not favour 
dividing the classes into groups for communication because of the huge amount of 
grammar that needs to be covered. In Saudi Arabia when students practise speaking, 
they are usually asked to pronounce single words rather than to put these words in 
sentences and pronounce them or to use them in authentic communication. This is of 
interest because there is widespread belief that classes in which students are 
discouraged from talking to one another, where the teachers ask only low-level 
questions answerable with one word, will not provide the kind of input that learners 
need in order to enhance their communicative competence (Wong Fillmore, 1985).  
 
Group work in L2 learning has at least four pedagogical arguments: it helps increase the 
quantity of language practice opportunities; improves the quality of learner talk; creates 
a positive affective climate in the classroom; and increases learner motivation (Long & 
Porter, 1985). Felder and Henriques (1995) believe that group work engages all the 
learners, not just the small minority who usually participate in class; is a rich source of 
responses and material for later discussion; and is more enjoyable than continuous 
lectures. They argue that as little as five minutes of group work in a 50-minute period 
can be enough to maintain the learners’ attention for the entire class. Although there are 
some cons associated with group work researchers still believe that its benefits 
overcome its disadvantages (Brown, 2002; Hancock, 1997; Rivera, 2002).   
 
One of the main reasons for low achievement in L2 classes is simply that learners do 
not have enough time to practise the new language. This is especially salient in large 
classes (Doughty & Pica, 1986; Long & Porter, 1985). Mostly, language class time in 
Saudi Arabia is divided between lecturing, explaining a grammar point, leading drill 
work, or asking questions of the whole class. According to this division, the teacher will 
be talking for half the time at least. In a 50-minute lesson, that would leave 25 minutes 
for the students. However, usually 5 minutes are spent on organizational matters 
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(getting students in to the class, collecting the homework, and so on) and 5 minutes on 
reading and writing; hence, the total time available to students is actually 15 minutes. In 
a public school English class in Saudi Arabia there are at least 30 students; this averages 
out to 30 seconds per student per lesson-or just one hour per student per year. Given 
that group work may have an influence on students’ achievement, this aspect of 
teachers’ communicative style was investigated in this study.  
2.4.2.1.2 b. Feedback  
The second part of teachers’ communicative style is feedback. Negotiation is a way in 
which learners receive feedback on their own production. That is when something is not 
produced according to the standards of the target language; speakers will often become 
aware of this through an indicator that initiates a negotiation sequence (Gass, 1997). 
Learners are aware of their errors when they are having a conversation through the 
questioning and the clarification that often takes place in negotiation and that the more 
the learner is made aware of unacceptable speech, the greater the opportunity for the 
learner to make appropriate modifications (Gass, 1997).  
 
Noels (2001) believes that teachers should structure the environment in a way that the 
learner is clearly guided through the learning process. This is accomplished by 
providing activities and giving feedback that helps learners to determine why they 
performed as they did and how they can improve in the future. However, this should be 
done in a positive manner such as “providing praise for achievements, making 
constructive suggestions for improvement, and not negatively criticizing shortcomings” 
(Noels, 2001, p.55). Less proficient speakers of a foreign language, especially those 
who have learned the language in the classroom and have had little chance to use it 
communicatively, require more time, effort, monitoring and concentration for 
phonological articulation, lexical accessing and syntactic and morphological processing 
than advanced learners (Lennon, 2000). 
2.4.2.1.2.1 Feedback in English classes 
Saudi Students in English classes are often discouraged from providing feedback to one 
another (Syed, 2003). However, giving feedback is considered part of negotiated 
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interaction that facilitates language acquisition (Mackey, Gass & McDonough, 2000). 
During interaction learners may receive feedback on their utterances that positively 
affects their language development (Mackey et al., 2000). Researchers found that verbal 
interaction with language learners is important because this interaction makes the facts 
of language salient to learners (Ellis, 1994). Feedback enhances the salience of the 
target form since, when the learner makes a non-target-like utterance and the teacher 
provides the correct form, the learner will compare them and identify what is missing 
from his/her production which, will help develop his/her speaking competence 
(Leeman, 2003).  
 
Interactional feedback, which is the feedback given while negotiation strategies are 
applied either implicitly or explicitly (Gass, 1997), is beneficial for the development of 
speaking an L2 because it provides opportunities for learners to modify their speaking 
output and make it more accurate (Swain, 1993). Thus, it is possible that English 
teachers in Saudi Arabia could help increase students’ speaking competence by making 
interactional feedback one of the main speaking practices in their classes. Therefore, 
this study investigated the effect of feedback on Saudi students’ motivation. 
2.4.2.1.2.2 Issues regarding feedback 
Language learners’ participation in interaction can help satisfy their need to obtain 
feedback that will serve their language development (Swain, 1985). Interactions make 
the facts of a language salient and that in return provides learners with opportunities to 
notice the language and benefit from it (Swain, 1985). However, there is a number of 
issues regarding interactional feedback: 
2.4.2.1.2.2.1  Noticing the feedback 
Researchers found that interactional feedback enhanced L2 learning because it 
prompted learners to notice the forms of an L2 (Mackey, 2006). Learners’ perception of 
interactional feedback was examined by Philp’s (1999) study. In the study, 33 ESL 
learners were engaged in native-speaker non-native-speaker dyadic interaction where 
the native speaker provided feedback in the form of recast whenever the non-native 
speaker produced non-target-like utterances. The learners were asked to recall feedback. 
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Findings show that 70% of the feedback was recalled which reveals that interactional 
feedback is a means for drawing attention to linguistic forms and making these forms 
salient for learning. Attention and awareness that happens when learners are interacting 
may enhance learners’ speaking competence and make it more accurate (Gass, 1997).  
 
However, interactional feedback is only beneficial when learners perceive it as feedback 
and not only as a part of a conversation (Mackey et al., 2000). In one study, learners 
were asked if they accurately perceive feedback that takes place in interaction (Mackey 
et al., 2000). The participants were 10 learners of English from a variety of backgrounds 
at the beginner or lower-intermediate level. The data were collected by a 
communicative task that involved the learners and interviewers working together to 
identify differences between pictures. The interviewers provided interactional feedback 
in the form of recasts and negotiation when the learners produced a non-target-like 
utterance. The stimulated recall procedure was aimed at eliciting learners’ perception 
about the feedback episodes. Findings of the study show that learners were most 
accurate in their perceptions about lexical and phonological feedback. These findings 
show that interactional feedback is beneficial for enhancing learners’ speaking skills 
because speaking an L2 focuses on lexical forms (building learners’ vocabulary) and 
phonological forms (improving learners’ pronunciation). Therefore, participants in this 
study were asked if they perceived feedback during interaction as actual feedback and 
not part of the conversation. 
2.4.2.1.2.2.2  Learners providing feedback in English classes 
In Saudi Arabia, learners lack opportunities to communicate with native speakers of 
English (Syed, 2003). This is common for many L2 learners (Pica, Lincoln-Porter, 
Paninos & Linnell, 1996). In the language class even if teachers are native speakers, 
one-to-one interaction is mostly between learners due to time constrains (Pica et al., 
1996). Research suggests that there are advantages to learners’ interaction with each 
other. Long and Porter (1985) argue that in interaction among learners themselves, 
learners display greater motivation and less anxiety than when they interact with native 
speakers. Moreover, learners produce more language and receive more feedback from 
each other than from teachers (Long & Porter, 1985). When learners are working 
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together on speaking tasks they provide for each other a great number of corrections due 
to their need to comprehend each other’s messages (Bruton & Samuda, 1980; Porter, 
1986).  
 
Learner-learner interactional feedback was compared to learner-native speaker 
interactional feedback in Pica et al.’s (1996) study. Participants were 20 male Japanese 
students learning English and 10 native speakers of English. The data were collected 
through two communicative tasks: a house sequence and a story task. The 
communicative tasks were divided between two groups: learner-learner and learner-
native speaker. The results showed that when the learner was the listener who provided 
feedback, he gave feedback for 79% of the learner’s errors in the house sequence task 
and 71% of the errors in the story task. However, when the native speaker was the 
listener who provided feedback, he only gave feedback for 56% of the learner’s errors 
in the house sequence task and 22% in the story task. Pica et al. came to the conclusion 
that learners were more careful in detecting other learners’ errors because they needed 
to understand almost every word to comprehend the message. On the other hand, native 
speakers had more language competence that helped them to understand the message 
without asking for correction; therefore, they did not provide as much feedback as 
learners provided. Teachers can be confident when they ask their students to work 
together on communicative tasks because their interaction can assist their 
communicative competence in an L2 (Pica et al., 1996). Therefore, participants in this 
study were asked if the teacher allowed them to give feedback to each other.  
2.4.2.1.2.2.3  Student-teacher interaction and its effect on speaking a foreign language 
During English lessons in Saudi schools, teachers are supposed to convey a lot of 
information that in return limits their interaction with students as well as correction of 
students’ errors (Syed, 2003). The two major types of interactional feedback teachers 
usually give are reformulation and elicitation (Nassaji, 2007). Reformulation feedback 
as defined by Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001) involves rephrasing learners’ non-
target-like utterances into a target-like form. Lyster and Mori’s (2006) definition of 
elicitation feedback entails pushing learners into correcting their own error rather than 
reformulating learners’ errors. When the teacher is reformulating learners’ non-target-
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like utterance or eliciting target-like output, feedback might shift learners’ attention 
from message meaning to its form (Gass, 2003). 
 
The degree of repair following reformulation or elicitation depends on how each point 
of feedback is provided and which feedback occurs with other linguistic or nonlinguistic 
signals that might make it more or less explicit (Nassaji, 2007). Participants in Nassaji’s 
(2007) study were 42 adult ESL learners from different L1 backgrounds, including 
Chinese, French, Japanese, Korean, Portuguese, Spanish, and Thai and two native-
speaker English language teachers. The task used was a picture ordering/description 
task. The types of feedback that appeared in the interaction were divided into three 
categories: reformulation, elicitation, and others. The results reveal that teachers usually 
reformulate or elicit learners’ errors within their context and with additional prompts in 
order to highlight learners’ errors or push them to respond to feedback.  
2.4.2.2 Language class activities  
The second main variable in ‘teaching strategies supporting motivation’ is language 
class activities. Language class activities influence learners’ motivation in an L2 
(Dörnyei, 2001). Designing class activities in an interesting way to incorporate all 
learners in a class will help L2 achievement (Dörnyei, 2001). 
 
Learners’ participation in classroom activities became an object of research from the 
mid 1950s (Gass, 1997). When research into the learning and teaching of L2 began, 
little attention was paid to how learning could result from language use (Mackey et al., 
2000). At that time researchers viewed the use of language in conversation as a way to 
practise the language and they did not consider it a means to obtain new information 
regarding the language (Mackey et al., 2000). In 1975, a hypothesis called the 
“Interaction Hypothesis” was proposed (Gass, 1997). This hypothesis states that 
negotiation for meaning facilitates acquisition because it connects input, learner’s 
internal ability and output in productive ways (Long, 1996). 
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Nassaji (2007) agrees with Long, suggesting that negotiation in learners’ interaction 
assists language acquisition in important ways, for example, “by making input 
comprehensible, by providing learners with negative feedback, and by promoting 
noticing.” (p. 513). The importance of understandable input in the form of 
conversational adjustments means that when learners are interacting they are trying to 
be understood and also negotiate meanings that might create understandable input 
(Long, 1996).  
 
Conversational negotiation either of meaning or form is beneficial for learning an L2 
(Gass, 1997). Negotiation is defined as “communication in which participants’ attention 
is focused on resolving a communication problem” (Gass, 1997, p. 107). Negotiation is 
a facilitator of learning and it is one means by which input can become comprehensible 
and manageable (Gass, 1997). When an element of confusion exists during speaking 
practices it will cause a breakdown in communication, which will push learners to 
negotiate until the meaning is clear (Folse, 2009).  
 
Negotiation of meaning pushes learners to practise the language as much as possible 
(Mackey, 1999). Through negotiation that requires message clarification and 
elaboration, learners receive more useable input in their quest to understand the L2 
(Gass, 1997). Nakatani (2005) investigated the use of interaction strategies such as 
negotiation of meaning. Participants were 62 female Japanese learners enrolled in 
mixed-level 12-week EFL classes at a private college in Japan. They ranged in age from 
18 to 19 years old. Each student had completed 6 years of English study prior to 
entering the college. 28 of the participants received metacognitive instruction focusing 
on interactional strategy usage (e.g., negotiation of words meanings), while 34 received 
regular communicative instruction with no explicit focus on communicative strategies. 
The findings reveal that the group that received focused interactional strategy usage 
improved their oral proficiency test scores whereas the other group did not. Their 
success was due to increased general awareness of interaction strategies and the use of 
specific interaction strategies such as negotiation of meaning. Since negotiation of 
CHAPTER 2: Literature Review 
59 
 
meaning is part of language class activities, which is a factor in teaching strategies 
supporting motivation, it is investigated in this study.   
2.4.2.2.1 Language class activities in Saudi Arabian English classes 
As was noted in Chapter One, language class activities that help develop learners’ 
speaking skills tend to be neglected in the Middle East due to the heavily loaded syllabi 
and class sizes often in excess of 20 learners (Ward, 2007). In Saudi Arabia, teachers 
are following practices that are not supportive of increasing learners’ communicative 
competence. Speaking activities are neglected in the Saudi curriculum due to the huge 
number of grammar rules to be covered. Even when learners are given a chance to 
speak, most of the speaking tasks within the English curriculum are in the form of 
simple questions that require simple answers (Abu-Ghararah, 1998).  
 
Moreover, teachers in Saudi classes talk most of the time leaving learners with little 
time to practise what they have learned (Syed, 2001). Many teachers follow a particular 
kind of three-part exchange with their students. This type of interaction is sometimes 
referred to as IRF (Initiation, Response, Feedback) or IRE (Initiation, Response, 
Evaluation) (Gibbons, 2002, p.16). Teachers following this pattern see their primarily 
role as transmitting information. This pattern limits the development of learners’ 
productive language skills and means that teachers in fact say far more than the learners 
(Syed, 2001; Gibbons, 2002). 
 
When learners are listening most of the time they will only gain a general understanding 
of the language (Swain & Lapkin, 1986). What is needed, according to Swain and 
Lapkin (1986), is to put learners in conversational situations to learn the language 
specifics that will develop their communicative competence. Swain and Lapkin (1986) 
found that while many learners in French immersion programs, which aim to develop 
L2 skills, enhanced their communicative competence in their L2, many did not. They 
believe what was missing in these classes were sufficient opportunities for learners to 
produce the language themselves. Swain and Lapkin (1986) argue that when learners 
produce the language they focus on the ways they are expressing themselves and they 
are pushed to produce more comprehensible and coherent language. Saudi students in 
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Saudi Arabia are listeners most of the time in English classes and rarely have the chance 
to produce the language (Abu-Ras, 2002). Most of the teachers in Saudi Arabia tend to 
be authoritative and are the main source of information (Al-Saadat & Afifi, 1997). They 
lecture most of the time and rarely allow class participation and student- teacher 
communicative interaction (Al-Saadat & Afifi, 1997). This bears negatively on the 
learning process in general and on foreign language learning in particular. Specifically, 
the spoken English of the majority of Saudi students is unsatisfactory, as their 
communicative language skills remain undeveloped (Al-Saadat & Afifi, 1997). 
 
Certain tasks are more interesting, more attractive, and more motivating than others. 
Tasks that include an optimal amount of uncertainty and unpredictability attract the 
learner (Maehr, cited in Julkunen, 2001). Ibarraran, Lasagabaster, and Sierra (2008) 
conducted a study in Spain with locals and immigrants learning English or Spanish as a 
foreign language. Immigrants participating in their study came from 17 different 
countries (Spain, Colombia, Morocco, Ecuador, China, Equatorial Guinea, Brazil, 
Algeria, Dominican Republic, Venezuela, Ghana, Rumania, Senegal, Serbia, Uruguay, 
Chile, and Germany). They found that most language learners prefer communication 
and active participation using authentic materials in the language classes instead of 
simply following the textbook. 
 
Whole-class interaction activities (e.g., looking for a person in the class who never eats 
breakfast, drinks more than three cups of coffee a day, etc.) encourage sharing; and 
reduce tension, in addition to offering intense oral practice of linguistic structures in a 
comfortable environment (Brunschwig, 1994). A positive relation exists between L2 
development and conversational interaction of the whole class (Mackey, 1999). One 
study found that learners who were usually involved in interactional tasks showed more 
development than learners who were passive in the language class (Mackey, 1999). 
Learners’ spoken production will be less developed than their other skills when there is 
a lack of experience of meaningful interaction that could lead to production of 
comprehensible output (Swain, 1985).  
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For Saudi students’ achievement of oral proficiency in the target language, it is 
important that the students are involved in communicative activities that generate 
teacher-student and student-student active interaction (Javid, Farooq & Gulzar, 2012). 
This may be achieved by innovative and interesting activities that will help ensure the 
learners’ active participation and maintain a sustained motivation for learning the target 
language (Javid et al., 2012). 
2.5 Chapter Summary 
This chapter reviewed different theories of communicative competence to identify the 
definition I followed in my study, namely Canale and Swain’s (1980) definition. Also, I 
investigated the importance of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
on language learning. The review revealed a lack of studies that measure the effect of 
motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation on Saudi students’ 
communicative competence. A major task of the chapter was to present the model used 
in the study. In the creation of this model, variables measuring motivation were adopted 
from Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational model; furthermore, 
variables measuring teaching strategies supporting motivation were adopted from the 
work of Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei 
(2008). 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology  
3.1 Introduction  
Chapter Two presented a review of the literature on communicative competence, 
motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation. It also reviewed different 
models of motivation and provided a rationale for the use of Gardner’s socio-
educational model in this study. These reviews provided a basis for the research 
reported here; they were used to develop a research design, techniques and instruments 
to yield reliable results relevant to the research questions. The aim of the present 
chapter is to describe and explain my research methodology. After introducing and 
justifying the mixed methods design of the study, I provide detailed accounts of the 
methods employed in the interview and survey components of the research. 
3.2 Research design and methods 
3.2.1 Research design 
As was established in earlier chapters, the aim of this research was to examine the effect 
of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation on the actual and self-
reported communicative competence of Saudi students studying English in Australia 
and Saudi Arabia. To this end, I used an exploratory design involving a mixed methods 
model. The research project involved several steps: 
• The existing literature was reviewed to compile background knowledge and to 
identify research gaps, which led to research questions.  
• To answer the research questions, the conceptual model presented in Chapter 
Two was developed, based on the knowledge gained from the literature review. 
• Mixed methods research was conducted, involving both an interview and survey 
component (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). This entailed two phases: 
o Phase 1 – An interview study was designed for three purposes: (i) to 
pilot item wording for the main survey study; (ii) to analyse participants’ 
actual communicative competence; and (iii) to provide a small body of 
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qualitatively produced empirical findings about Saudi students’ 
communicative competence, motivation and experience of teaching 
strategies supporting motivation. This third purpose was driven by the 
dearth of literature on communicative competence, motivation and 
strategies supporting motivation for students from the Arabian Gulf 
countries in general and Saudi Arabia in particular. 
o Phase 2 –A survey questionnaire was designed to examine the influence 
of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation in Saudi 
students’ self-reported communicative competence in Australia and 
Saudi Arabia. 
3.2.2 Justification of research design 
As noted above, a mixed methods model described as an “exploratory design” was used 
in the research I report here. Mixed methods designs are procedures for collecting, 
analysing and mixing both qualitative and quantitative research and methods in a single 
study in order to understand a single research problem (Creswell, 2008). As already 
noted, my research consisted of a small interview study involving qualitative analysis 
and a survey involving quantitative analyses.  
 
The interview study was designed to expose participants’ views on factors affecting 
Saudi students’ communicative competence and to measure the actual communicative 
competence of Saudi students studying English in Australia and Saudi Arabia. In order 
to identify the factors affecting Saudi students’ communicative competence, themes 
were generated from the interview data. Thematic analysis is a realistic method, which 
reports experiences, meanings and the reality of the participants (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). Thematic analysis involves a number of choices that need to be considered. A 
theme should capture something important about the data in relation to the research 
question and represent some level of patterned responses or meaning within the data set 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006).  In this study, participants’ interviews were read several times 
in order to identify the patterns that occurred in participants’ answers. These patterns 
were then examined against the research questions to check their suitability. The survey 
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was used to identify relationships between motivation, teaching strategies supporting 
motivation and self-reported communicative competence for Saudi students in Australia 
and Saudi Arabia. 
 
The advantages of using a multi-methods approach have been clearly discussed in the 
literature (Kaplan & Duchon, 1998; Lee 1991). 
 
Collecting different kinds of data by different methods from different sources 
provides a wider range to coverage that may result in a fuller picture of the 
research problem “and” it provides a richer contextual basis for interpreting and 
validating results (Kaplan & Duchon, 1988, p.575). 
 
In my study, this was achieved through comparing the two groups using interviews and 
surveys. The interviews helped with comparing the actual communicative competence 
of the two groups and exposed participants’ views of factors that my conceptual 
framework suggests affects their communicative competence. The surveys showed the 
relations between the two groups’ self-reported communicative competence and the 
factors affecting it.  
 
The inclusion of a qualitative component in a study of motivation is useful because 
work in this field has been primarily quantitative. Au (1988) states that in the field of 
L2 motivation, the most frequently used direct questions in research are those of the 
AMBT (Gardner et al., 1979). L2 motivation research has made extensive use of the 
various rating scales developed for the measurement of attitudes traditionally following 
the principles of quantitative social psychology (Dörnyei, 2001). Data obtained by these 
rating scales have been typically processed by means of inferential statistical 
procedures, such as correlation or factor analysis (Dörnyei, 2001). While this research 
tradition is still strong and some particularly large-scale investigations have been 
reported on recently, Dörnyei (2001a) considers it a significant step in motivation 
research that traditional quantitative research methodologies have been gradually 
complemented by qualitative approaches. Interpretive techniques such as in-depth 
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interviews are better suited to explore the internal dynamics of the complicated and 
multilevel construct of learner motivation than quantitative methods, and the richness of 
qualitative data may also provide new dimensions on old questions (Pintrich & Schunk, 
1996).  
Uptake of qualitative research methodology in L2 motivation research is well evidenced 
by a number of studies. Work by Ushioda (1998, 2001), Williams and Burden (1999), 
Nikolov (1999, 2001), and Syed (2001), focusing on various issues such as, attributions, 
motivational development, classroom motives, self-motivation, and the motivational 
impact of the learner’s self-concept, has made use of qualitative methods.  
The next figure represents the research design for this study. 
Figure: 3.1.  Outline of research design 
 Input    Research Activities    Output 
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3.3 Conceptual model development 
The objective of this stage was to gather fundamental knowledge regarding the effect of 
motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation in learners’ communicative 
competence. This research activity was undertaken through a comprehensive review of 
the relevant literature. The outcome of this stage has revealed a lack of academic and 
professional literature concerning the effect of motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation in learners’ communicative competence in the Saudi context. 
An analysis of the literature was undertaken in Chapter Two. It provided a 
comprehensive understanding of communicative competence, motivation and teaching 
strategies supporting motivation. A gap in the knowledge was identified which led to 
the development of a conceptual model to address the deficiencies. 
The comprehensive review of the literature in Chapter Two revealed a lack of academic 
and professional research in the Saudi environment. To address this significant gap in 
knowledge, a review of research in other environments was conducted to examine the 
effect of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation in learners’ 
communicative competence. The review revealed a lack of studies that measure the 
effect of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation on Saudi students’ 
communicative competence. The outcome of this review led to the development of a 
conceptual model presented in Chapter Two.  
3.4 The interview study 
In this section I describe and explain the methods of the interview study. The section 
has five sub-sections that address: (i) selection of interview participants; (ii) 
development of the interview guide; (iii) conduct of the interviews; (iv) preparation of 
the interview data for analysis; and (v) the analytic procedures applied to the interview 
data. 
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3.4.1 Selection of interview participants 
It will be recalled that the interview study was designed for three purposes:  (i) to pilot 
item wording for the main survey study; (ii) to analyse participants’ communicative 
competence; and (iii) to provide a small body of qualitatively produced empirical 
findings about Saudi students’ communicative competence, motivation and experience 
of teaching strategies supporting motivation. The first two of these purposes bore 
strongly on the selection of participants as follows.  
Participants were selected who: 
1. Were interested in participating in the study; 
2. Had graduated from high schools in Saudi Arabia; 
3. Were currently enrolled in English courses in a formal educational institution (if 
in Australia); and 
4. Were studying in an English language institute at the time of the study (if in Saudi 
Arabia). 
In total, 16 interviewees were selected, half of whom were in Saudi Arabia and half of 
whom were in Australia. Interviews were conducted with participants of both genders 
and of different ages. Equal numbers of males and females were selected for the study 
and care was taken to get a spread of ages. The participants had various English 
speaking abilities, and educational levels ranging from high school certificates to PhD 
candidature.  
Interview participants were selected from the researchers’ personal network; they are a 
convenience sample. Accordingly, they may not be representative or typical but they 
were accessible. Interview participants in Saudi Arabia and Australia were friends and 
neighbours whom I and the male interviewer met at home or in a coffee shop to conduct 
the interview. Participants in Saudi Arabia and Australia were contacted via telephone 
calls or text messages to ensure their agreement and location preference to conduct the 
interview. The participants in Saudi Arabia came from different regions of Saudi 
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Arabia. Some were from the central region, some from the northern region and some 
form the eastern region. I was not able to contact participants from the southern or 
western region because of the small number of participants that I aimed to interview and 
because of distance. At the time when I was conducting the interviews in Saudi Arabia, 
the participants from the northern and eastern region came to the central region (where I 
live) for the holidays which eased the contact with them. They had all graduated from 
high school and were studying in English language institutes in different areas. 
Participants in Saudi Arabia were aiming at different majors such as: law, mathematics, 
IT, business, and early childhood education.  
All participants in Australia have received scholarships from the Saudi government 
which enabled them to come to Australia. The participants who were chosen to join the 
interview all lived in a metropolitan city and studied at a large comprehensive 
university. These participants were aiming at different majors such as law, IT, business, 
creative industry, and education. 
Table 3.1 Saudi Participants’ Demographic Information 
Saudi sample Gender Age (18-28) Level of education (High school- bachelor) 
AH Male 18 High school 
AL Male 20 High school 
OM Male 24 Bachelor 
RE Female 22 High school 
LE Female 21 High school 
NO Female 28 Bachelor 
LO Female 20 High school 
HA Female 24 Bachelor 
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Table 3.2 Australian Participants’ Demographic Information 
Australian Sample Gender Age (22-32) Level of education (High school-master) 
SA Female 29 High school 
MO Female 25 Bachelor 
LA Female 22 High school 
NA Male 32 Master 
KH Male 32 Master 
HA Male 29 Bachelor 
SI Male 30 Bachelor 
AB Male 22 High school 
3.4.2 Development of the interview guide 
The interview phase of the study, it will be recalled, was designed to explore possible 
links between motivation and Saudi students’ communicative competence. Accordingly, 
the conceptual model of motivation and communication competence, described in 
Chapter Two, was used to develop an interview schedule for use in the study. The 
interview schedule was structured around two main categories and six sub-categories 
suggested by the conceptual model:  
• Motivation  
o English learning motivation in Saudi Arabia  
o integrativeness 
o attitudes toward the learning situation 
o motivational intensity 
• Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation 
o teacher communication style 
o language class activities 
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The interview questions were driven from the relevant literature review. I have written 
these questions to suit the aim and interest of the study. Given the exploratory purpose 
of the study, the interview was designed to encourage participants to express their views 
freely within a semi-structured interview approach. Therefore, the questions were 
written in an open-ended fashion so that respondents could provide details necessary to 
understand factors affecting their communicative competence (e.g., What kind of 
effort?). To enrich the data, probe questions were included (e.g., What do you think is 
better? Why?). In addition, the interview was semi-structured; additional questions were 
asked when appropriate, based on the responses of the interviewees. The intent was that 
the participants would be able to discuss pertinent themes in a suitable manner and the 
interviewer would be able to gain in-depth responses. Finally, face-to-face interviews 
were used to provide the fullest opportunity for the researcher to clarify ambiguity in 
both the questions and responses.  
 
The primary difference between face-to-face and telephone interviews is the absence of 
a visual encounter in the latter (Creswell, 2008; Irvine, Drew & Sainsbury, 2011; 
Sturges & Hanrahan, 2004). This is thought to affect the interaction in a number of 
ways. Novick (2008) provides a categorization of the types of data loss that possibly 
may result from the absence of visual cues: first, the loss of nonverbal data, such as 
body language and facial expressions; second, the loss of contextual data, including the 
interviewee’s physical characteristics and the interview setting; third, the loss of spoken 
data, the use of the telephone might reduce rapport, probing, and in-depth discussion, 
and may result in distortion of data. In an overview of the pros and cons of telephone 
versus face-to-face interviewing, researchers make some notable comments about 
contextual naturalness that are relevant to qualitative research. Researchers (e.g., 
Gillham, 2005; Shuy 2003) believe that face-to-face interaction induces more small 
talk, politeness, joking, nonverbal communication, and interpersonal chemistry that are 
so vital in generating the motivation and interest in interviews.  
 
Regarding the flow of the conversation in an interview, Hermanowicz (2002) claims 
that in telephone interviews breakdowns in communication simply occur by being apart. 
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Accordingly, the ability to conduct a meaningful conversation is readily compromised. 
It has also been suggested that it may be harder to execute clarifications over the 
telephone (Burnard, 1994). Shuy (2003) notes that visual signs from the researcher are 
important in encouraging interviewees to clarify what they have said, and suggests that 
this can lead to more thoughtful responses. Thus, there is an implication that a lack of 
visual cues can impact upon the quality of the data generated.  
 
 
Figure: 3.2. Interview questions regarding motivation 
 
 
 
 
 
Motivation 
Q1 In Saudi Arabia/Australia do 
you feel the need to speak 
English outside the classroom? 
Q2 What is the main focus of 
your English teacher?  
Q3 What is the importance of 
being a competent speaker in 
English from your point of view 
in Saudi Arabia/ Australia? 
Integrativeness 
Q1 What is your attitude toward other speakers of 
English?  
Q2 Do you have an interest in learning foreign 
languages? 
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• Q1 What kind of materials does your English teacher use 
regarding improving your communicative competence? 	  
• Q2 Are the materials used in communicative activities 
authentic materials that represent genuine communicative 
needs in realistic L2 situations? From your point of view 
what method is better and why?  
• Q3 In your English class, do you prefer a classroom where 
the teacher directs everything or where the focus is more on 
students? 
• Q4 Do you have any control over your learning (e.g. choice 
of topic and activities)? 
• Q5 Do you feel comfortable answering in your English class? 
When do you feel anxious?  
• Q6 How is your relationship with your English teacher? 
• Q7 What communicative style does your English teacher 
follow? Controlling or informative? What do you think is 
better and why?  
• Q8 Does your English teacher emphasize the importance of 
being a competent speaker in English?  
• Q9 When participating in your English class do you feel that 
your teacher is listening to you? 
Attitudes 
toward the 
learning 
situation	  
Motivational intensity 
Q1 Do you think learning a 
language takes a lot of effort? 
Why? What kind of effort? 
Q2 Do you have a strong desire 
to learn the language? Why? 
Q3 Do you enjoy the task of 
learning the language? What do 
you think of the language tasks 
are they fun, challenging, and 
enjoyable? 
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Figure: 3.3. Interview questions regarding teaching strategies supporting motivation  
 
 
 
 
  
Teacher's communicative style 
Q1 Do you 
practise your 
speaking 
skills 
individually 
or in a small 
group? What 
do you think 
is better? 
And why? 
Q2 How 
often does 
your teacher 
divide the 
class into 
groups? 
Q3 What is 
the benefit of 
feedback 
from your 
point of 
view?  
Q4 When 
feedback is 
provided, 
how is it 
usually 
given?  
Q5 When 
you are 
engaged in a 
conversation 
do you 
always 
notice the 
feedback or 
do you 
perceive it as 
part of a 
conversation
? 
Q6 Who 
usually 
provides the 
feedback in 
the 
classroom 
the teacher or 
your 
classmate?  
Q7 Who do 
you think is 
better to 
provide 
feedback and 
why? 
(classmate: 
less anxiety, 
greater 
number of 
corrections). 
Language class activities 
Q1 Do you 
negotiate the 
meaning of your 
utterances (e.g. ask 
for clarification 
when not 
understanding a 
meaning)? What do 
you think the 
benefits of doing 
so?  
Q2 What kind of 
communication 
tasks do you have 
in your English 
class?  
Q3 What kind of 
activities do you 
prefer? (Ones that 
involve 
communication 
and active 
participation using 
authentic materials 
or following the 
textbook). 
Q4 How much 
time are you 
usually given to 
practise your 
speaking in your 
English class? 
Q5 Does your 
English teacher 
talk most of the 
time?  
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3.4.3 Conduct of the interviews 
Prior to conducting the interviews, ethical issues of research were considered. One of 
these issues was the confidentiality of the interviewee and the data they provide. Given 
Human Research Ethics protocols in place at QUT, it is required that the informed 
consent of the interviewees be obtained in order that their responses can be used as data 
input for a research project. It is also important to assess and disclose the potential risks 
involved with the interviewees. Finally, it is important to discuss the promised benefits 
to the interviewees in return for sharing their time and insights. After addressing these 
issues in a clear plan, ethical clearance from QUT was granted prior to conducting the 
interviews (see ethical clearance letter in Appendix D). After ethical clearance, 
interviewees were selected as described in the selection of interview participants section 
above. After respondents were chosen the researcher contacted them. I conducted the 
interviews with females and the male interviewer contacted interviews with males. The 
researcher called them introducing the purpose of the interview and sought the 
cooperation of the respondents.  
Figure: 3.4. Interview analysis technique 
 
 
 
 
 
The interview guide, developed as described above, was used to structure the interview 
within the area of interest and ensure the consistency of the data collected. Face-to-face 
interviews were used to provide the opportunity for clarifying ambiguous questions. 
The researcher had a list of predetermined questions to be posed to the interviewees. All 
interviews were audio-recorded and then transcribed. The total time requested for the 
interviews was 30 minutes. The researcher ensured the time limit was not exceeded and 
Initial contact with respondent 
E-mail the respondent to schedule the interview 
Establish dates/times/locations with respondent for further communication 
regarding interviewing the respondents 
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the arrangements for each interview were at the convenience of the interviewee to 
reduce ethical risk of inconvenience. The interviews were conducted in English, with 
some Arabic terms used when necessary for purposes of clarifying the question for the 
participants.  Given that the interviews were to be analysed for English communicative 
competence, responses were required in English. When participants had to answer in 
Arabic because there was no other way to answer this was regarded as part of ‘strategic 
competence’ which counts translation to the L1 as a strategy. All participants had copies 
of the interview questionnaire to refer to during the interview. Due to cultural issues, 
male participants were interviewed by a male interviewer and female participants by a 
female interviewer. As a female, I conducted the female interviews. The researcher who 
conducted the male interviews was an expert in conducting interviews due to his 
experience in his own Masters and PhD research where he conducted interviews for his 
own research. The male interviewer has finished his Bachelor and Masters in the USA 
and his PhD in Australia. He is a proficient in English due to the many years he spent in 
English speaking countries (more than 13 years).  In order to gain background 
information about the study he was given a copy of the research proposal to read before 
conducting the interviews. Also, I have personally trained him how to ask the interview 
questions and did one with him where I asked the questions and he answered. He was 
required to write down every reaction of the interviewee so that I could have as 
complete an understanding of the interview as possible.   
Given the exploratory intent of this phase of the study, the interviews were conducted in 
a fashion to encourage the fullest possible responses. I have used a number of non-
verbal cues and body language in order to encourage the participants to talk and to let 
them know I am listening and interested in whatever they had to say. For example, I 
was nodding, smiling, and saying things like ‘mmmmm, ok’. Also, I allowed pauses and 
avoided interruptions. I tried to avoid showing surprise or any kind of negativity. I also 
encouraged the male interviewer to use these strategies. However, in some cases I did 
not ask all the probe questions or add in spontaneous questions because some of the 
interviewees’ body language suggested that the interview was a demanding task for 
them. I noticed that in some cases it was challenging for the interviewees to answer and 
by asking additional question it would seem too demanding. Therefore, I decided to 
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limit the demands I made of them and asked the male interviewer to do the same. These 
were ethical considerations made with the intent of ensuring that participants’ 
discomfort was minimised.  
3.4.4 Preparation of the interview data for analysis 
Tapes and transcripts offer more than just a starting point. Firstly, they are a public 
record, available to the scientific community, in a way that field notes are not. 
Secondly, they can be replayed, transcription can be improved and analyses can take on 
a different approach unlimited by the original transcript (Silverman, 2000). 
Transcribing the interview data  
Transcribing appears to be a direct technical task, but in fact involves judgments about 
what level of detail to choose. Transforming audible data into written form is an 
interpretive process which is the first step in analysing data (Bailey, 2008; Silverman, 
2000). Different levels of detail and different representations of data will be required for 
projects with differing aims and methodological approaches (Bailey, 2008). Recordings 
are transcribed into written form so that they can be studied in detail, linked with 
analytic notes and/or coded. Researchers' methodological norms and backgrounds 
influence what are considered relevant data and how data should be analysed (Bailey, 
2008). In this study, interview transcriptions served two purposes: the first purpose was 
to measure participants’ actual communicative competence against Canale and Swain’s 
(1980), Bachman and Palmer (1982) and Tarone (1983) communicative competence 
measurement. The second purpose was to identify participants’ experience of factors 
that the conceptual framework, used in this study, says affect communicative 
competence. 
It should not be presumed that transcript preparation is simply a technical detail prior to 
the main business of the analysis (Silverman, 2000). As Atkinson and Heritage (1984, 
cited in Silverman, 2000) point out, the production and use of transcripts are essentially 
research activities. They involve close, repeated listening to recordings which often 
reveal previously unnoted recurring features of the organization of talk.  
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This study involved 16 interviews conducted with students from the two groups, all of 
which were transcribed in full. Each interview took approximately 30 to 45 minutes to 
transcribe. Some participants used Arabic terms when answering but they were minimal 
because the interviewer did not allow the usage of Arabic. These Arabic terms were 
translated into English by the researcher. The audiotapes were labelled with 
participants’ codes. All transcripts were produced initially on paper and then stored in 
the computer. Audiotapes were listened to again to review the transcription on the hard 
copy, corrections were made and tapes were listened to again and checked. Finally, 
corrections were made on an electronic file and saved. A consistent format was 
followed whereby each speaker’s country of study and number were located on the top 
of the page (e.g., SSS1 ‘Saudi Students in Saudi 1’; SSA 1 ‘Saudi Students in Australia 
1’). 
Interview analyses 
As noted earlier, two forms of analysis were conducted on the interview transcripts: (i) 
an analysis of participants’ communicative competence; and (ii) a qualitative analysis of 
the participants’ responses to the interview questions. The procedures used for each of 
these forms of analysis are now described in detail. 
3.4.4.1 Analysis of communicative competence evident in interview responses 
The first aim of the interview was achieved by analysing participants’ communicative 
competence according Canale and Swain’s (1980) and Richards and Schmidt’s (1983) 
theoretical framework. Analysis of participants’ communicative competence is 
presented in the interview chapter. 
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Figure: 3.5. Communicative competence according to Canale and Swain (1980) and Richards and 
Schmidt (1983) 
 
 
 
Communicative competence comprises four areas of skills:  
1. Grammatical competence includes knowledge of lexical items and of roles of 
morphology, syntax, and sentence-grammar semantics. According to Canale and 
Swain (1980), grammatical competence will be an important concern for any 
communicative approach whose goals include providing learners with the 
knowledge of how to determine and express accurately the literal meaning of 
utterances. 
 
Table 3.3 Main Trait: Grammatical Competence (Canale & Swain, 1980) 
 Sub-traits 
Main trait 
Rating Range Accuracy 
0 No systematic evidence of morphologic and syntactic structures 
Control of few or no structures. Errors 
of all or most possible types frequent. 
1-2 
Limited range of both morphologic and 
syntactic structures, but with some 
systematic evidence. 
Control of some structures used, but 
with many error types. 
3 Large, but not complete, range of both morphologic and syntactic structures 
Control of most structures used with 
few error types. 
4 Complete range of morphologic and syntactic structures 
No errors not expectable of a native 
speaker. 
 
2. Sociolinguistic competence includes rules that specify the ways in which 
utterances are produced and understood appropriately. The focus of these rules 
is on the extent to which certain propositions and communicative functions are 
appropriate within a given context depending on contextual factors such as 
Communicative competence 
Grammatical 
competence 
Discourse 
competence 
Sociolinguistic 
competence 
Strategic 
competence 
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topic, role of participants, setting and norms of interaction. A secondary concern 
of such rules is the extent to which appropriate attitude and register or style are 
conveyed by a particular grammatical form within a given context (Canale & 
Swain, 1980).  
 
Table 3.4 Main Trait: Sociolinguistic Competence (Canale & Swain, 1980) 
 Sub-traits 
Main trait 
Rating 
Distinction of 
Formulaic 
Register 
Substantive Nativeness 
Cultural 
References 
0 Evidence of   only one register (Between 0-1)  Evidence of only 
one register 
Frequent non-native     
but grammatical 
structures Between (0-1) No Control 
1 Evidence of two registers (Between 1-2) or Impossible to judge 
because of 
interference from 
other factors 
2 
Evidence of two 
registers and 
control of formal or 
informal 
Evidence of two 
registers 
Between (2-3) 
Some Control 
3  (Between 3-4) 
Control of both 
formal and 
informal                       
registers 
Evidence of two 
registers and 
control of formal or 
informal 
Rare non-native but 
grammatical 
structures 
4 
Control of both 
formal and 
informal                                                                                                                     
registers 
No non-native but 
grammatical 
structures 
Full Control 
 
3. Discourse competence is: rules of cohesion and coherence. Cohesion means 
grammatical links and coherence means the appropriate combination of 
communicative functions (Canale & Swain, 1980). In their framework the focus 
of rules of discourse is the combination of utterances and communicative 
functions in a given context.  
Table 3.5 Main trait: Discourse Competence (Canale & Swain, 1980) 
 Sub-traits 
Main trait 
Rating Vocabulary Cohesion Organization (coherence) 
0 
Limited Vocabulary 
(A few words and 
formulaic phrases) 
Language completely 
disjointed 
Between (0-1) Natural 
organization only (i.e., 
not consciously imposed) 
Chapter 3: Research Methodology  
80 
 
1 Small Vocabulary 
Very little cohesion; 
relationships between 
structures not adequately 
marked. 
Or 
(Between 1-2) Poor 
ability to organize 
consciously 2 Vocabulary of moderate size 
Moderate cohesion, including 
coordination. 
3 Large Vocabulary Good cohesion, including subordination 
Moderate ability to 
organize consciously 
4 Extensive Vocabulary Excellent cohesion, using a variety of appropriate devices. 
Excellent ability to 
organize consciously 
4. Strategic competence will be made up of: verbal and non-verbal communication 
strategies that may be called into action to compensate for breakdowns in 
communication due to performance variables or insufficient competence (Canale 
& Swain, 1980). There are two areas related to strategic competence: (1) the 
overall skill of a learner in successfully transmitting information to a listener, or 
interpreting information transmitted and (2) the use of communication strategies 
by a speaker or a listener when problems arise in the process of transmitting 
information (Tarone & Yule, 1989).  
Tarone (1983) sets criteria for measuring strategic competence. When a speaker desires 
to communicate a meaning X to a listener but does not know the appropriate linguistic 
or sociolinguistic structure, the speaker chooses to: 
a. Avoid, that is, not attempt to communicate meaning X; or 
b. Attempt alternate means to communicate meaning X. The speaker stops trying 
alternatives when it seems clear that there is shared meaning. 
According to Tarone (1983) strategic competence includes a number of strategies: 
1. Avoidance: The speaker simply tries not to talk about concepts for which the 
target language items or structure are not known. 
2. Paraphrase includes:  
• Approximation. The learner uses a single target language vocabulary item or 
structure, which the learner knows is incorrect, but which shares enough 
semantic features in common with the desired item to satisfy the speaker.  
Chapter 3: Research Methodology  
81 
 
• Word Coinage. The learner makes up a new word or phrase in order to 
communicate a desired concept.  
• Circumlocution. The learner describes the properties of the object or action 
instead of using the appropriate target language item or structure. 
 
 
3. Borrowing includes:  
• Literal translation. The learner translates word for word from the native 
language.  
• Language mix. The learner mixes the target language with the native 
language.  
4. Appeal for assistance: The learner asks for the correct term. 
5. Mime: The learner uses non-verbal tactics in place of a lexical item or action.   
 
Figure: 3.6. Strategic competence proposed by Tarone (1983) 
Strategic competence 
Avoidance Paraphrase Borrowing Appeal for assistance Mime
Approximation Word coinage  Circumlocution Language mix Literal translation  
 
Participants’ communicative competence rating procedure: 
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Sub-trait ratings are combined to give the main-trait. Subjects are given main trait 
ratings equal to the highest level at which the criteria meet on all sub-traits. For 
example, if a subject received a sub-trait rating of ‘3’ on vocabulary and organization, 
but a rating of only ‘2’ on cohesion, his/her main trait rating for pragmatic competence 
would be ‘2’ (Bachman & Palmer, 1982) (see Chapter Four). 
 
Table 3.6 A Sample Rating Protocol (Performance Profile) 
 0 1 2 3 4 
Grammatical Competence      
Range      
Accuracy      
Discourse Competence      
Vocabulary      
Cohesion      
Organization      
Sociolinguistic Competence      
Formulaic      
Substantive      
Nativeness      
Cultural Reference      
Strategic Competence      
Avoidance      
Paraphrase      
Borrowing      
Appeal for assistance      
Mime      
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3.4.4.2 Qualitative analysis of interview responses 
In the first stage of data analysis each transcript was read thoroughly for understanding. 
The aim was to ensure that the literal meaning of each participant’s responses was clear. 
Both of my supervisors also read the entire set of interview transcripts and raised 
questions seeking clarification of ambiguity. In particular, they pointed to aspects of the 
responses where an ‘outsider’ to Saudi Arabia might not know what was ‘between the 
lines’ or where certain words might have a different meaning in an Australian 
educational setting. This initial sweep of the data focused on interviews as unified texts. 
To get a sense of patterns across interviews I then collated all the individual responses 
to each question into a single document. This enabled ‘simple counting’ (Silverman, 
2000) of the frequency of particular responses in the data set. It provided a sense of how 
indicative any one response was of the data set as a whole. This allows generalization of 
individual responses to the data set – not the population. 
When ambiguities had been clarified and the data reorganised by question, I used a 
deductive method to analyse the interview data qualitatively. It will be recalled that the 
aim of the analysis was to look at participants’ experience of factors that the conceptual 
model introduced in Chapter Two implicates in relationships amongst communicative 
competence, motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation. Analytic 
categories were therefore drawn from the socio-educational model of Gardner (1985, 
2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) and the teaching strategies supporting motivation suggested by 
Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). This 
theoretically-based approach to thematic analysis is an established method of qualitative 
psychology (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
From the interview analysis, factors influencing Saudi students’ communicative 
competence in Australia and Saudi Arabia were identified. There was a list of themes 
proposed before conducting the interviews and this list was adjusted as shown in the 
interview chapter. Some themes were omitted as they did not indicate influence on 
participants’ competence and others were added. 
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The second aim of the interview was achieved when the participants’ perceptions of 
factors affecting their communicative competence (motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation) were identified. I analysed motivation according to the socio-
educational model of Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation of Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux 
and Dörnyei (2008). The socio-educational model consists of, integrativeness, attitudes 
toward the learning situation, and motivational intensity which influence motivation to 
learn an L2. Teaching strategies supporting motivation include teachers’ communicative 
style and language class activities. 
I analysed the variable integrativeness according to students’ (a) integrative orientation 
and (b) attitudes toward the target language group using the AMTB. The variable 
attitudes toward the learning situation was analysed according to participants’ attitudes 
toward the teacher and the course in general. Motivational intensity was analysed 
according to three elements: effort, desire, and positive affect (Gardner, 2001) (see 
Chapter Four). 
Teaching strategies supporting motivation were analysed according to teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. These strategies are adopted from 
empirical findings in the SLA literature (e.g., Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007; Dörnyei, 2001; 
Gibbons, 2002; Segalowitz, 2000; Swain, 1985) (see Chapter Four). 
Given the small size of the data set, qualitative analysis software was not used; analyses 
were recorded by hand. Then the findings were interpreted within the framework of 
current SLA theory (see Chapter Four). Creswell (2008) points out that interpretation in 
qualitative research means that the research forms a larger meaning about the 
phenomenon based on personal views, comparisons with past studies or both. This was 
done through reviewing the major findings, comparing my personal views with the 
literature, giving limitations, and suggesting future research. The themes generated from 
the interviews informed selection of items in the survey. 
The use of transcript data enhanced the reliability of the qualitative analyses. This form 
of data enabled the analyses to be conducted after the interview and repeated until 
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contradictory analyses were eliminated. Codings were examined by a member of my 
supervisory team to ensure consistency of judgement.  
3.5 The survey study 
After factors influencing communicative competence were identified in Stage 1, a 
questionnaire was developed to investigate the frequency and significance of these 
factors. There are several advantages to using surveys in quantitative research that 
informed this choice of data production method. First, surveys are flexible; they can be 
custom designed to meet the objectives of almost any type of research project and to 
gather information from any group of respondents. In my study, I gathered information 
from two groups of Saudi students, Saudi students in Australia and Saudi students in 
Saudi Arabia, in order to compare between them. Second, surveys can be administered 
in a short time. This was important given the time constraints of the present project as a 
doctoral project. Third, surveys are economical as a means of data collection, and they 
can reach a geographically dispersed population. This too was important given the 
logistic constraints of the present project. Finally, surveys enable participants to be 
canvassed anonymously and with less chance of biasing responses (Creswell, 2008). 
The participants were given two forms of the questionnaire, one in English and one in 
Arabic. Students were required to use a Likert scale of strongly agree (5) to strongly 
disagree (1). Survey items were adopted from a number of studies. Items measuring 
Motivation were adopted from Gardner’s AMTB (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007). Items 
measuring Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation were adopted from Dörnyei 
(2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008).  
In this study, Motivation was measured according to:  
• Integrativeness, consisting of (a) integrative orientation and (b) attitudes 
toward the target language group. 
• Attitudes toward the learning situation, which includes (a) English teacher 
evaluation and (b) English course evaluation.  
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• Motivational intensity, which includes (a) effort, (b) desire, and (c) positive 
affect.  
Teaching strategies supporting motivation is measured according to:  
• Teachers’ communicative style. 
• Language class activities.  
Since this research is interested in investigating these issues with a specific group of 
participants in Australia and Saudi Arabia, surveys were distributed to participants at 
their institutes. In my study, there were approximately one thousand participants in total 
from the two different groups.  
In this study a three-part questionnaire (presented in Appendix C) was used. The first 
proposed questionnaire was revised after the interviews were conducted. Some items 
were omitted since participants indicated that they did not influence communicative 
competence. Also, items were added that participants claimed to have influenced their 
communicative competence. These items are referred to in detail in the interview 
chapter.  
3.5.1 Survey content 
A. Section one of the questionnaire measures students’ self-reported 
communicative competence.  
B. Section two of the questionnaire measures motivation variables, which include 
integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, and motivational 
intensity.  
C. Section Three of the questionnaire measures teaching strategies supporting 
motivation, which include teachers’ communicative style and language class 
activities.  
The questionnaire had 62 items divided among several categories: perceived 
communicative competence, integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, teachers’ communicative style, and language class activities.  
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3.5.2 Survey development and administration 
As a questionnaire should be well designed to provide accurate and useable data, 
procedures, suggested by Dillman (2000), were followed to maximize the response 
rates, whilst minimizing error: 
• Using appropriate language; 
• Making the questionnaire short and easy; 
• Making the questionnaire interesting and easy to complete by carefully 
designing the layout and structuring the order of the questions; 
• Using an introductory letter to establish the significance of the study, the 
objectives of the research and the importance of the survey, and to show 
positive regard to and thank the respondents in advance; 
• Notifying respondents in advance to gain their cooperation through 
networking, emails or telephone calls; and 
• Making it convenient for the respondents to return the completed 
questionnaire. 
During the survey process, the English language institutes were first contacted via 
email, telephone and networking to confirm contact details and to introduce the survey 
in order to gain an approval to recruit their students as participants. The questionnaires 
were then sent to students enrolled in English within the chosen institutes. A cover letter 
was attached to the questionnaire to introduce the researcher, the objectives of the study 
and the importance of the survey.  
The study was conducted in Australia and Saudi Arabia. Data were gathered over a 
period of nine months. 
3.5.3 Measurement scale 
Five-point Likert scales were used to measure the constructs within the proposed 
theoretical model. They were applied to measure the perception of factors influencing 
participants’ communicative competence. For detail, see the questionnaire in Appendix 
C. In this study the numbers 1 to 5 were assigned to the categories of concepts (strongly 
disagree = 1, disagree = 2, undecided = 3, agree = 4 and strongly agree = 5), knowing 
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that this surely does not represent the true distances between them but believing that it 
is close enough to derive meaningful results (McClendon, 1994).  
3.5.4 Sample and sampling method 
3.5.4.1 Survey sample 
The survey sample included approximately one thousand Saudi students, including 
subjects fitting the two identified subject groups (Saudi students currently studying in 
Australia and Saudi students living in Saudi Arabia and studying in language institutes).  
3.5.4.2 Questionnaire participant profile 
A questionnaire survey was conducted in Australia from September 2011 to October 
2011 and in Saudi Arabia from October 2011 to May 2012 in accord with the 
procedures approved by the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee. The survey 
packages (a cover letter explaining the purposes and benefits of the survey, and a set of 
questions) were sent to Saudi students enrolled in English language institutes in 
Australia and Saudi students enrolled in English language institutes in Saudi Arabia.   
120 questionnaires were returned from the Australian sample and 180 surveys were 
returned from the Saudi sample. 21 questionnaires were excluded from the analysis, due 
to significant incompletion. As a result, 279 valid responses remained. 109 
questionnaires were returned from the Australian group and 170 from the Saudi group.  
Table 3.7 Number of Participants according to Country of Study 
Country Frequency Percentage 
Australia 109 39.1% 
Saudi Arabia 170 60.9% 
Total 279 100% 
 
Participants in the survey were 179 males and 100 females.  
Table 3.8 Participants’ Gender 
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Gender Frequency Percentage 
Male 179 64.2% 
Female 100 35.9% 
Total 279 100% 
 
Participants’ ages ranged from (18-38 and over). 198 were aged from (18-24), 60 were 
aged from (25-30), 17 were aged from (31-37) and 4 were aged from (38 and over). 
 
Table 3.9 Participants’ Age 
Age Frequency Percentage 
18-24 198 71.0% 
25-30 60 21.5% 
31-37 17 6.1% 
38 and over 4 1.4% 
Total 279 100% 
 
Participants’ level of education ranged from high school certificates to PhD degrees. 7 
participants had a PhD degree, 42 had a masters degree, 92 had a bachelor degree, 12 
had a diploma degree, and 126 were high school graduates. 
Table 3.10 Participants’ Level of Education 
Level of education Frequency Percentage 
Doctorate 7 2.5% 
Masters 42 15.1% 
Bachelor 92 32.9% 
Diploma 12 4.3% 
High school 126 45.2% 
Total 279 100% 
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3.5.4.3 Survey pre-test 
A draft questionnaire was pre-tested to ensure the questions were understood by the 
respondents and there were no problems with the wording of the instrument (Sekaran, 
2003). Generally, there are two common types of pre-tests: panel judgment and pilot 
study. This study used both methods for testing the questionnaires. A panel judgment 
ensures the content validity of the questionnaire, whilst a pilot study identifies any 
ambiguities in the questionnaire, as well as enabling the researchers to see if the 
collected data behave as expected (Sekaran, 2003). In this research, the panel judgment 
method was used in pre-testing the draft questionnaire through an expert review 
technique. This involved sending the draft questionnaire to a group of experts (principal 
supervisor and associate supervisor) to judge whether each item measured the 
theoretical construct nominated. The draft questionnaire was revised after the experts’ 
comments.  
After revising the questionnaires, pilot testing was conducted to evaluate the 
questionnaire for clarity, bias, ambiguous questions and relevance. In order to ensure 
the clarity and validity of the survey items before distributing the survey, the 16 
interview participants were given samples of the draft surveys after the interview was 
conducted. Interview participants were asked if they were willing to do so and they 
agreed. According to their comments the survey was modified and a copy was given to 
the supervisor to approve. The data collection process began after the questionnaire had 
been finalized.  
3.5.5 Self-reported measures 
As noted earlier, the first section in the questionnaire measured participants’ self-
reported communicative competence. Self-reported measurement is a commonly used 
method in educational research (Anaya, 1999). 
In general, previous research suggests that self- reported language measures are 
indicative of linguistic ability (MacIntyre, Noels & Clement, 1997). Self-reports are 
used ostensibly because educational and institutional researchers find them easier to 
obtain (Anaya, 1999). Researchers have argued that evaluating self-perceptions of 
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competence is an efficient mechanism for placing learners at appropriate levels, saving 
both the time and the expense of formal testing (Leblanc & Painchaud, 1985). Self-
reports possess superior construct validity as a measure of constructs, including 
learning, motivation, ability, and achievement (Kuncel, Crede & Thomas, 2005).  
Though there is concern about the accuracy of self-reported test scores, the literature 
reports relatively high correlations between self-reported and actual test scores (Cole & 
Gonyea, 2010). For example, Cassady (2001) found the correlations between actual and 
self-reports’ scores to be .73 for the verbal test, .89 for the math test, and .88 for the 
total score. A meta- analysis by Kuncel et al. (2005) of 91 peer-reviewed studies whose 
samples totalled over 61,000 students reported a relatively high level of validity in 
student self-reports with an overall correlation of .84.  
I was aware of a possible shortcoming of self-reported questionnaires, namely that the 
respondents are likely to be tempted to describe their competence in a better than real 
light, according to what they believe to be the positive or the expected answers. A 
measure has been taken in order to address this limitation. Both the cover letter and the 
questionnaire instructions highlighted the fact that the information provided was 
confidential and anonymous. 
3.5.6 Instrument translation 
The AMTB developed by Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) used in this study 
had been developed originally in English and was translated into Arabic for the use of 
Saudi students. A forward-backward translation process was used since the quality of 
translation is the key to ensuring the functional equivalence between the English and 
Arabic versions of the measures. This process drew on the work of Lin, Chen and Chiu 
(2005). The goal of the translation and process was to produce an Arabic version of the 
items that were equivalent in meaning to the original English versions. Therefore, the 
research objective was an equivalent translation not a literal word-by-word translation 
of items. Equivalent translations emphasize functional equivalence or the equivalence 
of meaning of the survey items between the original and translated instruments (Lin, 
Chen & Chiu, 2005). Functional equivalence helps to ensure that the translated 
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measures work in the new target culture as well as they did in the original culture. This 
would ensure that the items do not lose their core meaning in the translation process and 
that the language used in the translated items has appropriate form and readability (Lin, 
Chen & Chiu, 2005). The translation process is discussed below. 
3.5.6.1 Forward and backward translation 
Two translators bilingual in English and Arabic separately translated the English 
version of the items into Arabic (forward translation). These translators have graduated 
from Saudi universities and had bachelor degrees in the Arabic language which has 
ensured their competence in Arabic. Also, they have been studying in Australia for 
more than four years which included a two year English language course in language 
institutes and university studies for their masters degree. These translators were 
instructed to retain the meaning of the items as close to the original as possible. Then 
the resulting items were compared to assess the item-by-item similarity across the two 
translations. In the case of disagreements or discrepancies, the translators discussed and 
revised the items until consensus was reached. When the Arabic translation was 
finalized, the items were then back-translated (from Arabic to English) by two other 
people bilingual in English and Arabic following the same comparison and revision 
process. 
3.5.6.2 Subjective evaluation 
The researcher evaluated the back-translated items to ensure that item meanings were 
equivalent in both the original English versions and the back-translated version. If 
differences in meaning were found between items, those items were put through the 
forward and back-translation process again until the researcher was satisfied there was 
substantial meaning equivalence. 
3.5.7 Data analysis 
3.5.7.1 Data screening 
Data screening is critical to prepare data for multiple regression analysis (Hair, Black, 
Babin, Anderson & Tatham,  2006). Shah and Goldstein, (2006) state that data 
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screening through exploratory data analysis includes looking for missing data, 
influential outliers and distributional characteristics. They also state that significant 
missing data results in convergent failures, biased parameter estimates and inflated fit 
indices.  Influential outliers are linked to normality and skewness issues with observed 
variables. Assessing data normality (along with skewness and kurtosis) is important 
because model estimation methods are based on assumptions of normality (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2007). Non-normal data may result in inflated goodness of fit statistics and 
underestimated standard errors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The following section 
details the survey data screening procedures undertaken to ensure the data’s suitability 
for subsequent statistical analyses. 
3.5.7.2 Missing data analysis 
It is quite common that data sets have missing observations (Kline, 2005). Hair et al. 
(2006) state that missing data can distort the practical sample size available for analysis. 
Statistical tests based on sample size, such as significance level, can be distorted. They 
also state that missing data are the result of two main causes: one attributable to the 
respondent; and the other, external to the respondent. Causes external to the respondent 
could simply be data entry errors. Therefore, before removing questionnaires with 
missing values, the entire data set was first examined to correct possible data entry 
errors by comparing the original questionnaires with data entries in the SPSS software. 
This follows Hair et al.’s (2006) recommendation that cases with missing values on 
dependent variables are automatically excluded and cases with missing values on 
variables other than dependent variables are optionally excluded. In this current study, 
21 cases were removed as significant data were missing (e.g., an entire section left 
blank). The descriptive statistics for the variables of each construct are illustrated in 
Tables 5.1 to 5.3. As these tables show, of the 62 variables relating to constructs of the 
theoretical model, none of the factors had any missing values. 
3.5.8 Analysing surveys  
The questionnaire was created by writing statements that addressed themes generated 
by the interviews analysis such as integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning 
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situation, and motivational intensity based on the AMTB and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation such as teachers’ communicative style, and language class 
activities.  
Before the surveys were analysed, the data were organized. Organization of the data 
was established through scoring the data and creating a codebook, determining the type 
of scores to use, selecting a computer program – namely SPSS – inputting the data into 
the program for analysis, and cleaning the data. 
To score the data, a numeric score was assigned to each response category for each 
question on the survey instrument (Creswell, 2008). I used a ‘strongly agree’ to 
‘strongly disagree’ Likert scale which were scored from 5 to 1. A codebook for the 
variables was created.  
The data were then ready for analysis. To analyse the data, descriptive statistics and 
inferential statistics were used. Descriptive statistics are used to provide measures such 
as mean, standard deviation, variances and range between participants’ answers 
(Creswell, 2008). The descriptive statistics helped summarize the data, provided an 
understanding of how varied the study’s scores were, and provided insight into where 
one score stands in comparison with others. Also, they helped with understanding the 
differences and relationship between dependent and independent variables. In addition, 
I employed inferential statistics because these statistics enable inferences or 
relationships to be drawn between dependent and independent variables. The 
independent sample t Test and ANOVA (see pages 147-172) were used to test 
differences between the means of two independent variables and the dependent variable. 
The purpose was to test the statistical differences between the two samples. In addition, 
further investigation was done to identify the relationship between variables. This 
mainly involved SEM and will be discussed in the next section. 
3.5.8.1 Validity and reliability 
The ideal situation in a study exists when scores are both reliable and valid (Creswell, 
2008). Furthermore, scores need to be stable and consistent (reliable) before they can be 
meaningful (valid) (Creswell, 2008). The fact that the survey was based on Gardner’s 
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(1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) well-tested AMTB and Dörnyei’s (2001) framework 
increases the validity and reliability. 
3.5.8.2 Reliability and validity of quantitative data 
A study is considered valid when individuals’ scores from an instrument make sense 
and are meaningful. Scores are valid when the researcher is able to draw good 
conclusions from the sample of the study (Creswell, 2008). Using items from previous 
studies will strengthen validity. 
3.5.8.3 Reliability 
Reliability has been defined as the consistency and stability of an instrument’s scores 
even when this instrument is administered multiple times at different times (Creswell, 
2008). There are several ways to examine consistency of responses. One of these is 
Cronbach’s (1984) “coefficient alpha” (p.171) which is used to test for internal 
consistency and which I applied in my study. According to Creswell (2008), “If the 
items are scored as continuous variables (e.g., ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’), 
the alpha provides a coefficient to estimate consistency of scores on an instrument.” 
(p.171). As my data were scored in this way, Cronbach’s alpha was the appropriate 
measure of reliability. The alpha formula is an analysis that is used to measure 
reliability (i.e., accuracy) of psychological and educational measurements. This formula 
is designed to be applied to a two way table of data where rows represent persons (p) 
and columns represent scores assigned to the person under two or more conditions (i). 
"Condition" is a general term often used where each column represents the score on a 
single item within a test. Because the analysis examines the consistency of scores from 
one condition to another, procedures like alpha are known as “internal consistency” 
analyses. The coefficient is a correlation with a possible range from 0 to 1.00  (Cronbach 
& Shavelson, 2004, p. 2).  
3.5.8.4 Content validity  
The survey items are primarily based on well-tested instruments by Gardner (1985, 
2001, 2004, 2006, 2007), Dörnyei (2001b), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux 
and Dörnyei (2008). Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) model has been tested 
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over 30 years. It has been used in many different cultural contexts with many different 
subject populations. Also, the AMTB has been tested in many contexts and appears 
valid and reliable, and the items are appropriate for my study. 
3.5.8.5 Internal validity 
This research investigates the relationship between the independent variables 
(motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation) and the dependent variable 
(self-reported communicative competence). The purpose of this research was to 
determine whether the independent variables had a relationship with the dependent 
variable.  After conducting the study, internal validity of the research in terms of cause 
and effect relationship was established. 
3.5.8.6 External validity 
The results of this research can achieve external validity if they can be generalized from 
the sample (Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia) to the population (Saudi 
students in general). Since the AMTB has been used in diverse contexts, this provides 
support for the study’s external validity. 
3.5.8.7 Construct validity 
Assessing construct validity using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) involves an 
examination of convergent validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity refers 
to the extent to which the measured variables of a specific construct share a high 
proportion of variance in common; discriminant validity refers to the extent to which a 
construct is truly distinct from other constructs (Hair et al., 2006). Assessment of 
convergent validity focuses on the magnitude of the standardized factor loadings and 
their significance level. The larger the factor loadings with the corresponding significant 
t-values, the stronger is the evidence that the measured variables represent the 
underlying constructs (Bollen, 1989). Discriminant validity can be assessed by an 
inspection of the correlation coefficient between each pair of variables. If the value of 
the correlation coefficient is very high (i.e. greater than .85), then the variables of 
interest might represent the same concept, and should be combined as a single variable 
(Kline, 2005). Construct validity is represented in the CFA.  
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3.5.8.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Construct validity is the extent to which a set of measured variables actually reflects the 
theoretical construct. To adequately assess construct validity, a contemporary analytical 
method, was employed. This method is called CFA, which is a subset of SEM. CFA is 
the preferred method because it provides a stricter interpretation than methods 
employed in the exploratory analysis (i.e. item-total correlation, EFA) (Gerbing & 
Anderson, 1988). In general, CFA is a way of testing how well a priori factor structure 
and its respective pattern of loadings match the actual data (Hair et al., 2006). 
Furthermore, it can be used to refine an existing theoretical perspective, support an 
existing structure, and test a known dimensional structure in additional populations 
(DiStefano & Hess, 2005). CFA was carried out using AMOS. (Please refer to the 
quantitative findings in Chapter Six for more detail). 
3.5.8.9 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)  
The most significant advance in quantitative research methodology is the increasing 
application of SEM to interpret large, multivariate data sets. For the past several years 
there has been an increase in the utilization of the procedure, partly because SEM 
programs have become easier to handle and more readily available (e.g., as part of 
SPSS) (Dörnyei, 2001). SEM is employed as the technique for evaluating the 
relationships between the model’s constructs. SEM is an extension of multivariate 
techniques such as regression analysis; it allows the use of multiple indicators to 
measure unobserved variables (i.e. constructs), whilst taking into account measurement 
errors when statistically analysing data (Hair et al., 2006; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
In general, SEM is employed primarily to determine whether a theoretical model is 
valid, by specifying, estimating and evaluating the linear relationships amongst a set of 
observed and unobserved variables (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). These linear relationships 
imply causal links, whose estimated path coefficients can be used as the basis for 
hypothesis testing. Recent relevant studies employing SEM techniques include Gardner, 
Masgoret and Tremblay (1999), Gardner et al. (1997), Masgoret and Gardner (1999) 
and Yamashiro and McLaughlin (2000). SEM has a hybrid model with both multiple 
indicators (measurement variables of the model constructs) for each latent variable 
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(model constructs) and specified paths connecting the latent variables. SEM uses two 
steps: first validating the measurement model and then fitting the structural model. The 
first step is achieved through CFA. Through integrating the individual CFA models of 
all the constructs the measurement model is developed.  The model consisted of three 
layers: (1) indicators, which are the survey statements; (2) first-order factors, which are 
the constructs signifying the factors derived from the factor analysis; and (3) second-
order factors, signifying the underlying constructs (Communicative Competence, 
Motivation, and Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation). The second step is 
achieved through path analysis with latent variables (Garson, 2010). SEM can be 
performed with the assistance of specialized computer programs, such as LISREL, 
AMOS, and EQS. In this study, AMOS (version 20) was employed for testing the 
hypotheses, as an extension to the use of SPSS. (Further detail and the results of the 
SEM analysis are in the quantitative findings Chapter Six). 
3.6 Chapter summary 
This chapter presented the methodological approach employed by the research project. 
First, it discussed the introduction, research design, and the justification for the research 
design. The research approach employed was a mixed method design, using qualitative 
and quantitative data. Qualitative data were incorporated with the literature analysis to 
inform development of the study’s survey. Quantitative data analysis was used mainly 
to test and validate the model. The qualitative data design analysis approach was 
discussed in detail, including sampling and analysis. The following section discussed 
survey content, questionnaire development and administration, data collection 
methodology, measurement scales, sampling and sampling methods, pre-testing the 
questionnaires, analysing the questionnaires, and the validity and reliability of the 
questionnaires. The next chapter will present interview findings. 
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Chapter 4: Interview Results  
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter reports findings produced from the interview data. It will be recalled from 
Chapter Three that the interview study was designed for three purposes: 
1. to inform the design of the survey administered in the main quantitative study; 
2. to measure the communicative competence, in the interview situation, of 
sixteen Saudi students of English, half of whom were enrolled in institutions in 
Saudi Arabia and half in Australian institutions; and  
3. to produce a set of qualitative findings about the English language learning 
motivation of the sixteen Saudi students. 
 
This chapter has two main sections. The first section reports the findings of the 
communicative competence analyses; the second, the findings of the qualitative 
analyses. The chapter concludes with a discussion of both sets of findings. 
4.2 Findings of the communicative competence analyses of the interview 
talk 
As was established in Chapter Three, communicative competence consists of 
grammatical, pragmatic, sociolinguistic and strategic competence. In this section I 
report analyses measuring each of these four traits, as well as communicative 
competence overall. The analyses make use of Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) 
procedures. 
The communicative competence analyses proceeded in several steps: 
1. During the interview I assessed participants’ “strategic competence” by making 
notes of strategies such as gestures, and mime as these occurred. I did this 
because these particular strategies do not show up in audio-recordings or 
transcripts. Other strategies such as paraphrasing and borrowing could be 
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detected from the audio-recordings and transcripts; therefore, they were not 
assessed in the course of the interview. 
2. I listened to the recordings of every participant separately in order to familiarize 
myself with the data and detect the competences incorporated into the 
frameworks of Bachman and Palmer (1982) and Tarone (1983) as described in 
Chapter Three. 
3. I analysed the transcripts of the recordings, highlighting grammatical, pragmatic, 
sociolinguistic, and strategic competence (see Tables 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 & Figure 3.6). 
For example, when measuring participants’ grammatical competence, I looked 
at range and accuracy. Regarding discourse competence, I looked at 
participants’ cohesion, coherence, and vocabulary. Regarding sociolinguistic 
competence I looked at participants’ attitude and style, examining role-taking 
and norms of interaction. 
4. I double-checked the coding. As I proceeded and became familiar with the data 
and developed a deep understanding of the coding scheme, I went back and 
changed earlier coding decisions.  
 
In the procedure for ranking participants’ communicative competence from 0-4 adopted 
from Bachman and Palmer (1982), sub-trait ratings are combined to give the main-trait. 
Participants are given main trait ratings equal to the highest level at which the criteria 
meet on all sub-traits. For example, if a participant received a sub-trait rating of ‘3’ on 
vocabulary and coherence, but a rating of only ‘2’ on cohesion, then their main trait 
rating for discourse competence would be ‘2’ (Bachman & Palmer, 1982) (see Table 4.1 
& Table 4.2). However, it should be noted that giving participants a high rank (3-4) in 
“strategic competence” means that they had adequate vocabulary to express their 
message easily and without recourse to strategies such as avoidance, paraphrasing and 
borrowing.  
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Table 4.1: An Example for Rating a Participant from the Saudi Group (SSS3)  
Grammatical Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Range      
Accuracy      
Grammatical competence sum: 2 
Pragmatic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Vocabulary      
Cohesion      
Coherence      
Pragmatic (discourse) competence sum: 2 
Sociolinguistic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Formulaic      
Substantive      
Nativeness      
Cultural Reference      
Sociolinguistic competence sum: 1 
Strategic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Avoidance      
Paraphrase      
Borrowing      
Appeal for assistance      
Mime      
Strategic competence sum: 1 
SSS 3’s overall communicative competence: 1.5 
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Table 4.2: An Example for Rating a Participant from the Australian Group (SSA8)  
Grammatical Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Range      
Accuracy      
Grammatical competence sum: 4 
Pragmatic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Vocabulary      
Cohesion      
Coherence      
Pragmatic (discourse) competence sum: 4 
Sociolinguistic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Formulaic      
Substantive      
Nativeness      
Cultural Reference      
Pragmatic competence sum: 4 
Strategic Competence 0 1 2 3 4 
Avoidance      
Paraphrase      
Borrowing      
Appeal for assistance      
Mime      
Strategic competence sum: 3 
SSA8’s overall communicative competence: 3.75 
 
The results of this study show that the communicative competence of the two groups 
varied. The Australian group scored higher: the communicative competence of this 
group ranged from 2.75 to 3.75 (see Table 4.4). In contrast, the Saudi group’s 
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communicative competence was relatively low: it ranged from 0.75 to 1.5 (see Table 
4.3). 
 
In order to measure the communicative competence of the two groups as shown in 
Table 4.3 and Table 4.4, each participant’s recording and transcript was analysed. The 
analyses are shown in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4. 
 
In the Saudi group, 7 of the 8 participants scored 2 for grammatical competence, while 
the remaining participant scored 1 for grammatical competence. As for discourse 
competence, 7 of the 8 participants scored 1, while the remaining participant scored 2. 
For sociolinguistic competence, 7 of the 8 participants scored 0, while the remaining 
participant scored 1. Finally for strategic competence, every participant scored 1. For 
overall communicative competence, 6 participants scored 1. One of the remaining 
participants scored 0.75; and the other, 1.5. Overall communicative competence for this 
group ranged between 0.75 and 1.5. 
 
Table 4.3: Communicative Competence of Saudi Students Living in Saudi Arabia  
Participant 
Grammatical 
competence 
(0-4) 
Pragmatic 
(discourse) 
competence 
(0-4) 
Sociolinguisti
c competence 
(0-4) 
Strategic 
competence 
(0-4) 
Overall 
communicativ
e Competence 
(0-4) 
SSS1 2 1 0 1 1 
SSS2 2 1 0 1 1 
SSS3 2 2 1 1 1.5 
SSS4 2 1 0 1 1 
SSS5 1 1 0 1 0.75 
SSS6 2 1 0 1 1 
SSS7 2 1 0 1 1 
SSS8 2 1 0 1 1 
Note. (0= the lowest level of competence, 4=the highest level of competence) (SSS=Saudi Students in 
Saudi Arabia) 
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In the Australian group, 7 of the 8 participants scored 3 in grammatical competence 
while the remaining participant scored 4. As for discourse competence, 7 of the 8 
participants scored 3 while the remaining participant scored 4. For sociolinguistic 
competence, 5 of the 8 participants scored 3, 2 scored 2, and 1 scored 4. Finally for 
strategic competence, all of the participants scored 3. For overall communicative 
competence, 5 of the participants scored 3, 2 scored 2.27 and 1 scored 3.75. Overall 
communicative competence for the Australian group ranged between 2.75 and 3.75. 
 
Table 4.4: Communicative Competence of Saudi Students Living in Australia   
Participant 
Grammatical 
competence 
(0-4) 
Pragmatic 
(discourse) 
competence 
(0-4) 
Sociolinguisti
c competence 
(0-4) 
Strategic 
competence 
(0-4) 
Overall 
communicativ
e Competence 
(0-4) 
SSA1 3 3 3 3 3 
SSA2 3 3 2 3 2.75 
SSA3 3 3 3 3 3 
SSA4 3 3 2 3 2.75 
SSA5 3 3 3 3 3 
SSA6 3 3 3 3 3 
SSA7 3 3 3 3 3 
SSA8 4 4 4 3 3.75 
Note. (0= the lowest level of competence, 4=the highest level of competence) (SSA=Saudi Students in 
Australia)  
 
In summary, the results for the two groups show that Saudi students living in Australia 
have better communicative competence than Saudi students living in Saudi Arabia. 
What is the reason for this difference? One possibility, made plausible by the argument 
of Chapter Two, is that the findings reflect motivation-related differences between the 
two groups. In the interviews and surveys, most of the Australian group displayed high 
levels of both motivation and the motivational strategies which have a positive effect on 
language achievement. On the other hand, most participants from the Saudi group 
showed low levels of motivation and displayed little in the way of the motivational 
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strategies that have been linked to achievement. The theoretical and empirical case built 
in Chapter Six suggests that this motivation-related difference may go some way 
towards explaining the participants’ low level of communicative competence. The 
qualitative analyses of the interview data provide some insights into this possibility. It is 
to these findings that I now turn. 
4.3 Findings of the qualitative analyses of the interview data 
As was established in Chapter Two, there is a dearth of research about the English 
learning motivation of Saudi students. While motivation has been extensively 
researched in countries around the world in recent decades, there has been little 
consideration of the motivation of Saudi learners of English. This gap in the literature 
warrants attention: understandings of the implication of classroom factors holds promise 
for English teachers in Saudi Arabia charged with raising English language proficiency 
in the population. Accordingly, the aim of the qualitative analyses was to provide a set 
of empirical findings about the motivation of Saudi learners of English, not only in 
Saudi Arabia, but also in Australia, an Anglophone country where pedagogic settings 
differ somewhat from those in Saudi Arabia. These findings are reported in what 
follows.  
From Chapter Three, it will be recalled that the interview protocol began with a set of 
general questions designed to elicit participants’ perceptions of the real-life, pedagogic 
and personal role and priority of spoken English proficiency. Specifically, these 
questions probed perceptions and experiences of: (1) the need to speak English beyond 
the classroom – a need assumed in the national language policy of Saudi Arabia; (2) the 
pedagogic focus of their teachers – on spoken English or otherwise; and (3) the 
importance of spoken English for participants personally while living in Saudi or 
Australian society. The remainder of the protocol consisted of questions probing well-
established factors supportive of motivation. These questions were informed by the 
work of Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007), Dörnyei (1994, 2001, 2003), Cheng 
and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008).  
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The data were analysed in accord with the deductive analytic procedures described in 
Chapter Three. These analyses yielded some patterns of similarity and difference 
between the Saudi students in Saudi Arabia and Australia about English learning 
motivation and classroom supports for motivation. I begin by reporting three findings 
relating primarily to the social, pedagogic and personal role and priority of spoken 
English proficiency for the participants. Specifically, I show that:  
1. the students in Australia claim to have more need to speak English within and 
beyond the classroom than the students in Saudi Arabia and expend more effort 
learning the language; 
2. the students in Australia are more likely to say that their teachers emphasized 
speaking than the students in Saudi Arabia; and 
3. while instrumental motivation was displayed by all the students, integrative 
motivation was most evident in the talk of the students in Australia. 
 
With respect to the first finding, the students in Australia indicate that they have more 
need to speak English, both within and beyond the classroom, than do the students in 
Saudi Arabia. Specifically, seven students in Saudi Arabia, an Arabic-speaking country, 
said they had no need to use English outside the classroom, while one did have a reason 
to use the language. In contrast, all the students in Australia, an Anglophone country, 
said they needed to use the language outside the classroom. Moreover, six of these 
students gave emphatic answers (“of course”) or elaborate answers citing one or more 
reasons to use the language. The following excerpt captures, in a single turn, the range 
of reasons given by the students in Australia. Asked about the need to use English 
outside the classroom, one student said that they required the language:  
To communicate with the people in Australia and also to communicate with 
the students and the teacher…um... also to complete my study and because 
English has become a global language” [SSA2]. 
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This was the most fulsome of the responses given by the Saudi students in Australia. It 
indicates several reasons for using the language: day-to-day communication with the 
local population outside the educational institution, communication in the Australian 
classroom, academic purposes in an English-medium institution, and interaction in the 
globalised world. All the students in Australia cited one or more of these reasons for 
using English.  
The difference in need to use English is interesting. As was indicated in Chapter One, 
English is currently promoted in Saudi Arabia and other non-Anglophone countries on 
the grounds that the language is required increasingly for everyday life. Indeed, it is on 
this basis that L2 researchers have raised questions about the ownership of English, the 
status of ‘native speakers’ – and, crucially for this study – the relevance of 
‘integrativeness’ as an understanding of motivation. Yet, my analyses present a 
contrasting picture of the perceptions and experiences of the Saudi students in Saudi 
Arabia and Australia. 
The difference in need to use English seems to have borne on participants’ effort to 
learn English. The participants in Saudi Arabia, with little need to use English outside 
the classroom, believe that learning English is relatively effortless: ‘No she [it] take 
time but not effort’ [SSS1] ‘No, copy my sister.’ [SSS4]. These comments suggest that 
the participants do not find English learning particularly onerous. Further, the 
participants in Saudi Arabia indicated that the only effort they spend on English is doing 
homework or memorizing vocabulary: ‘Yes, doing homework.’ [SSS2,]. ‘Yes, 
memorizing words.’ [SSS8]. Participants may have thought that learning a language 
does not take a lot of effort because, in Saudi Arabia, students are not asked to do any 
extra work and rely only on the book and the given homework, which is usually taken 
from the textbook also. As for participants who feel that the effort is doing homework 
this may be because homework is the only thing they are asked to do. Also, memorizing 
words is a practice Saudi students are usually asked to do; therefore, this may be the 
reason they put effort into memorizing words. 
In contrast, five of the Saudi students in Australia believed that learning a language 
takes considerable effort because they need to not only keep up with their formal 
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studies, but also to capitalize on learning situations outside the classroom so they can do 
extra English learning: ‘Yes, it takes effort because I am doing homework, extra work 
and seek opportunities’ [SSA1]. ‘Yes, actually, because I have to do more homework 
and seeking outside opportunities to learn English’ [SSA7]. These comments show 
wellsprings of motivation in the participants’ status as both users and learners of 
English in Anglophone Australian society: ‘Yes, because English is a foreign language 
for me so it need extra work.’ [SSA2]. ‘Yes, it takes a lot of effort because it is a new 
language and you have to not just only do your homework, you have to talk to other 
people, you have to attend seminars, you have to seek different approach how to 
improve your English and skills.’ [SSA8]. One participant, however, stressed an 
effortful practice with which the participants were familiar from Saudi Arabia: ‘Takes 
effort because I need to memorize vocabulary.’ [SSA3].  
 
These findings are consistent with those of Warden and Lin (2000) who suggest that 
motivation determines the level of active personal involvement in second language 
learning. Motivated learners, like the Saudi students in Australia, are deeply involved in 
their learning. In contrast, unmotivated learners are insufficiently involved and therefore 
unable to develop their L2 skills. In this way, learners’ motivation determines how 
ready and willing they are to get more information and to increase their ability to 
understand, speak, and write the second language (Engin, 2009). 
The interview data suggested that there may have been more to the motivation of the 
students in Australia than simple need to use the language. The second finding of the 
qualitative analyses was that these students were more likely to say that their teachers 
emphasized speaking than were the students in Saudi Arabia. To elaborate, participants 
in Saudi Arabia reported that they were not made aware of the importance of mastering 
spoken English. They believed that their teachers did not explain to them the benefits 
associated with mastering spoken English. Rather, it was their belief that their teachers 
were always focused on the passing of exams and accomplishment of high grades: ‘No, 
just pass exam.’ [SSS1] ‘Only grades.’ [SSS2]. There is a distinction here between 
studying for the sake of “grades” and to develop spoken proficiency; this would seem to 
reflect the fact, described in Chapter One, that English examinations in Saudi Arabia do 
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not incorporate spoken tasks. In this context, then, teachers seem to have done little to 
encourage motivation to achieve higher levels of oral English proficiency.  
In contrast, the Saudi students in Australia reported that English teachers often 
explained to them the benefits of being competent speakers in English and the goals of 
learning. Some reiterated the wording of the question, indicating that their teachers 
drew attention to the need to speak English proficiently: ‘She explain the importance of 
speaking English.’ [SSA2]; ‘They explain reasons for learning.’ [SSA3]. In one more 
elaborated response the participant indicated a complex of reasons other than grades: 
‘Yes they emphasize on how important to speak English because it is not 
only grades but it is mainly for reason of learning and talking to others and 
improving yourself and skills and everything else.’ [SSA8]. 
 
The first thing to note here is that this student did not contrast a teacher emphasis on 
‘grades’ with a teacher emphasis on ‘speaking’. Their teacher emphasized speaking “not 
only for grades” but also for other reasons. From the data, it is not possible to work out 
whether speaking featured in this participant’s Australian English tests or not. In any 
case, it seems clear that ‘speaking’ was accorded a wider value as a means of learning 
in an English-medium education system and of “everything else” to do with living in an 
Anglophone country. In short, there is a point of contrast here with the perceptions and 
experience of the Saudi students in Saudi Arabia where grades and oral proficiency 
were opposed. 
 
It is worth considering these findings in terms of what is known from the literature. 
Lepper (1998) suggests that learners’ interest in learning is enhanced when teachers 
explain reasons for learning the language. Similarly, Wyatt’s (2009) study of an Omani 
teacher showed the frustration of learners who find themselves wondering what the use 
of learning English is if they cannot use it to communicate. Teachers, according to the 
Omani teacher, emphasized the importance of memorizing the language, but did not 
emphasize the value of being competent to their students. The Omani teacher was 
taught to focus on grammar rules and passing exams. She was never encouraged to use 
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the language to talk about herself, her feelings, or her likes and dislikes. This, according 
to her, negatively influenced her motivation to be a competent speaker in English. 
 
Given this literature, it is salient that in Saudi Arabia all but one student suggested that 
their teachers focused on ‘the exam’ and ‘grammar’ rather than on speaking. In other 
words, in addition to talking only of the importance of examinations, the teachers 
emphasized preparation for examinations in their classroom work. For example, four of 
the students said that the teacher focused on the “exam”, three on “grammar” and one 
on both the “exam and grammar”. Once again, there is, in this data, a distinction 
between a focus on “grammar” and “exams” and “speaking” that might be understood 
in terms of the relative place of grammar-oriented exams and speaking in Saudi English 
education. 
 
In contrast, the students in Australia reported that their teachers’ emphases in the 
classroom were more mixed. Specifically, they reported that speaking was generally, 
although not always, encouraged. To elaborate, “Grammar” and “exams” were 
mentioned as teacher emphases by five students, but four of these students also 
indicated that their teachers encouraged them to work on their speaking skills. Some 
were emphatic (“always”), while some provided answers more extended than “yes” or 
“no”. For example, one student indicated that teachers’ classroom emphases encouraged 
them “to be better in our life”. Two students indicated that their teachers focused on 
speaking as only one of several skills; in their words, the teachers emphasised “all 
skills”. One of these students was emphatic when asked whether the teacher encouraged 
speaking: “of course”. In contrast, one student responded in a way reminiscent of the 
students in Saudi Arabia, indicating that teachers encouraged good grades rather than 
speaking. 
 
In summary, the participants reported a point of similarity between teachers in Saudi 
Arabia and Australia: in both countries teachers emphasized the importance of 
“grammar” and “exams” to English language learners. However, all but one of the 
students learning English in Australia reported a broader set of emphases in classroom 
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work – speaking included. This is cause for consideration. It is possible that teacher 
encouragement of speaking and classroom emphasis on speaking might have been 
implicated in the higher levels of communicative proficiency found amongst the 
students in Australia. These students seem to have not only needed to use English 
outside the classroom and to have expended more effort learning after class, but also to 
have received more encouragement and opportunities to use the language in the 
classroom. The relationships amongst these motivational supports are outside this study 
but warrant further attention. 
 
Different forms of motivation – integrative and instrumental – are inherent in the 
comments discussed above. I concentrate now on this aspect of the data, presenting the 
third finding of the interview sub-study. Specifically, I show that while instrumental 
motivation was displayed by all participants, the students in Australia were more likely 
to display integrative motivation. This is evident in patterns in the data relating to 
participants’ interest in foreign languages, the place of integrativeness in participants’ 
motivation, and participants’ attitude to speakers of English. 
 
With respect to interest in foreign languages, all but one of the participants was 
interested in learning English only. To put it another way, most of the participants were 
not interested in learning any foreign language other than English. This is not surprising 
given the significant instrumental role of English globally and the pressure on young 
Saudis to learn English. As was discussed in Chapter Two, it has been argued that the 
status of English as a global lingua franca owned by no one group might mean that 
integrativeness is no longer as useful as it was for thinking about language learning 
motivation. Yet, as I argued in that chapter, it is also the case that some people may 
seek to integrate with English speakers in local English language practices irrespective 
of whether they are first or additional language speakers. In other words, globalisation 
does not necessarily rule out the possibility of integrative motivation. Hence, I looked at 
integrativeness. 
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With respect to instrumental motivation, it seems that Saudi students like many other 
learners of English became interested in learning the language as a consequence of 
rewards associated with mastering what has become the global lingua franca. More than 
two decades ago, Strevens (1992) described English as a “window on the world of 
science and technology” (p.300). He stated a number of activities, movements and 
subjects carried out in English such as the international agreement to adopt English for 
air-traffic control; the dominance of the language in international media, radio, and 
television; and its use for space science and computing technology. These 
understandings of the global place of English have only strengthened in the intervening 
period. 
 
At the turn of the century, Warschauer (2000) claimed that economic, employment, and 
technology trends will change the way English is used. Some non-native speakers will 
need to use English on a regular basis for presenting complex ideas, collaborating and 
negotiating internationally, locating and interpreting rapidly changing information. Also 
learners of English will need critical skills for making on-line navigation and research, 
and use of software. Warschauer (2000) states that as a result of changes in 
globalization, employment, and technology, L2 speakers of English will not deal with 
the English language as an object of foreign study but rather as an additional language 
of their own to have an influence on and change the world. He argues that English is a 
tool of both global networks and local identities. It connects people around the world 
and provides a means to struggle and to give meaning to those connections.  
 
Given the rhetoric around globalization, the participants’ motivation for learning 
English is of interest. In general terms, it was found that all the students appeared to 
show instrumental motivation. However, where only one student in Saudi Arabia 
appeared to show integrative motivation, several of the students in Australia did. In one 
case, this motivation was expressed in the emphatic terms that the participants seemed 
to use when a particular response was to them a ‘given’ or to be ‘taken for granted’ or 
simply ‘common-sense’: “of course”. 
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In contrast, participants in Saudi Arabia wanted to be competent speakers of English for 
mostly instrumental reasons. Few of these students currently had reason to use English 
in Saudi Arabia; nonetheless, they imagined themselves using the language both within 
the country and beyond. For example, one of these students believed it was important to 
be competent in speaking English when travelling: ‘Because anywhere I will go to 
people talk English.’ [SSS2]. This participant wanted to be a competent speaker in 
English so she could enjoy her travelling without difficulties. Another participant 
believed she needed to be a competent speaker in English in order to go shopping. In 
Saudi Arabia most salesmen, who are not Saudis, speak English and it is much easier to 
communicate with them in English. Yet another participant needed to speak English in 
restaurants and to play videogames. These participants may reflect the recent openness 
in Saudi society. Many people are starting to go out more and travel; as a result they 
need to be competent speakers of English to manage their everyday lives without 
difficulties. Another student believed she needed to be competent speaker in English 
because it is necessary for her studies at university. This may be due to the number of 
private universities that have opened recently in Saudi Arabia. In these universities most 
subjects are taught in English and students are often required to give presentations in 
English. Another student thought it was important to be competent because English is a 
global lingua franca. This student believed that English is spoken worldwide; therefore, 
one should master spoken English. In short, the participants in Saudi Arabia imagined 
themselves speaking English for instrumental reasons even if they currently did not 
have reason to do so. 
 
I turn now to the question about being competent speakers in English as answered by 
Saudi students in Australia. Participants wanted to be competent speakers of English for 
both integrative and instrumental reasons. For example, participants believed that being 
a competent speaker would help them communicate and socialize with Australians. This 
is an example of integrative motivation. In the students’ own words: ‘I will be engaged 
with the society’ [SSA7] and ‘it is very good so you can communicate what you are 
trying to say to others with no problems and it helps Australians understand what you 
are trying to say’ [SSA8]. Participants believed it is important to speak competently for 
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the purpose of communicating with people in Australia as well as communicating with 
peers and teachers in class: 
 
It is very good so you can communicate what you are trying to say to others with no 
problems and it helps others understand what you are trying to say and be more 
competent in English. Yes in class you can talk to others and they understand what 
you are trying to say and participate with other people that why it is important to be 
competent in English. [SSA8]. 
 
Finally, one participant believed that being a competent speaker of English would help 
in her studies (instrumental motivation): ‘I need it in my studies’ [SSA3].  
 
Given the difference of forms of motivation amongst the participants, it is interesting to 
look at their attitudes toward English speakers and their willingness to communicate in 
English. Participants in Australia showed positive attitudes towards speakers of English 
and in some cases were quite emphatic or provided relatively elaborate statements about 
their integrative motivation. For example a participant said: ‘Most of the people are 
friendly and I feel comfortable to talk with them.’ [SSA1]. Also, they believed that 
being a competent speaker will help them communicate and socialize with Australians: 
‘I will be engaged with the society’ [SSA7] ‘it is very good so you can communicate 
what you are trying to say to others with no problems and it helps Australians 
understand what you are trying to say’ [SSA8].  
 
In contrast, students in Saudi Arabia showed mixed attitudes. For example, ‘I don’t 
care’ [SSS6] ‘I don’t like him’ [SSS2]. From the data it is not clear who the English 
speakers in question are: they might be people who use English as their L1 (e.g., 
Anglophone Westerners) or their L2 (e.g., Indians, Filipinos and so forth). Furthermore, 
from the data it is not possible to ascertain why these participants had negative attitudes 
to speakers of English. One possibility is that the participants had no opportunities to 
interact with English speakers: the first of the findings of this study was that most of the 
participants in Saudi Arabia said they had no reason to speak English outside the 
Chapter 4: Interview Results  
115 
 
classroom: ‘actually there is nothing necessary to speak English’ [SSS6] ‘No…Only in 
class only’ [SSS2]. From the data it is not possible to rule out other interpretations, for 
example, political or religious differences between the participants and those they 
describe as ‘English-speakers’. This was beyond the scope of this study and would be a 
suitable topic for further research. 
 
The other half of the participants in Saudi Arabia reported having good relations with 
speakers of English: ‘I think they good people’ [SSS3] ‘I like them’ [SSS8]. Some of 
these participants also reported speaking English outside the classroom: ‘Shopping I 
need speaking English…Talking in foreigners’ [SSS3] ‘I think English speaking in 
restaurant…um…and playing game…um…travelling’ [SSS8]. Unlike their peers, these 
participants seemed to have both integrative motivation and instrumental motivation 
beyond the classroom. 
 
These findings are worth considering in light of Gass’ (1997) views on motivation. Gass 
states that if students have little interest in communicating with members of the target 
language community, they may pay no attention to the input, focusing only on what is 
necessary to get through the day. In contrast, Gardner (1988) claims that those who are 
integratively motivated will probably be more successful in language learning than 
those who are not so motivated. This may offer some insight into the findings of the 
communicative competence component of this study which showed differences in the 
proficiency of students in Saudi Arabia and Australia (see Table 4.3 & Table 4.4). It 
also raises the question as to whether classroom experiences and teaching strategies 
supportive of motivation may be of particular salience for students in the Saudi context. 
That question is beyond the scope of this study. However, the qualitative analyses 
conducted for this study offer some comparative and contrastive insights into the 
participants’ perceptions of these factors in Saudi and Australian settings. It is to these 
findings that I now turn. 
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4.4 Section 2: Classroom experiences and teaching strategies supportive of 
motivation 
In the review of literature presented in Chapter Two, it was shown that classroom 
factors bear on learners’ motivation. The present study generated several findings in this 
regard: 
1. students in Australia spoke of teachers as more friendly and less controlling 
than did the students in Saudi Arabia, highlighting benefits for motivation 
and anxiety-reduction; 
2. students in Australia were more likely to speak of motivating authentic 
listening activities in class than their peers in Saudi Arabia; and 
3. students in Australia were more likely to speak of abundant opportunities to 
develop spoken language in class than their peers in Saudi Arabia. 
 
I will address these findings in turn. With respect to the first finding of a difference in 
the quality of teacher-student relationships, four participants in Saudi Arabia believed 
that they shared friendly relations with their English teachers and the other four 
believed they did not have friendly relations. That some students did not share good 
relations with their English teacher might have affected their willingness to participate 
in speaking activities: ‘she hate me and I hate her.’ [SSS1]. Participants in Saudi Arabia 
believed their teachers monopolise class time in order to deliver information: ‘most of 
the time he speaking.’ [SSS6]. ‘Just she open the book and read and just.’ [SSS1]. Not 
giving students the chance to participate and practise their speaking skills might have 
affected their communicative competence. English teachers in the Arabian Gulf rely 
mostly on repetition and memorization for students’ literacy. These methods of teaching 
along with out-dated curricula, insufficient support systems, and too few qualified 
teachers, affect student achievement (Syed, 2003). Many teachers follow a particular 
kind of three-part exchange with their students. This type of interaction is sometimes 
referred to as “IRF” (Initiation, Response, Feedback) or IRE (Initiation, Response, 
Evaluation) (Gibbons, 2002, p.16). Teachers following this pattern see their primarily 
role as transmitting information. This pattern limits the development of learners’ 
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productive language skills because teachers say far more than the learners (Gibbons, 
2002). 
 
Participants in Australia believed that most of the time they shared friendly relations 
with their English teachers: ‘Some of the teachers have friendly relationships and some 
of them as teachers only.’ [SSA1]. This participant was making a distinction between 
teachers who are ‘friendly’ and those who are more formal or ‘teachers only’. Other 
students in Australia echoed the perception of friendliness: ‘They are more friendly in 
Australia.’ [SSA6]. ‘Yes, we share friendly relationship.’ [SSA8]. As a result of the 
friendly relations between students and their English teachers, students may have felt 
more comfortable speaking in their English class. Stipek (2002) believes that learners 
are motivated to speak when they have good relationships with their teachers. The 
language teacher has considerable influence on a second language learners’ motivation 
since they are the person most directly implicated in L2 instruction (Noles, 2001).  
 
The teacher’s personality may have affected the results of the current study. Clark 
(2010) interviewed students in four mixed comprehensive schools in the modern 
languages department in the UK. 75 students were interviewed. Many students 
commented on the relationship with the member of staff that appeared to affect their 
attitude towards the subject more than any other variable. When asked what advice they 
would give to a teacher of modern languages one student said, ‘Have a good 
personality!’ They identified characteristics such as friendliness, personal interest in 
students, professionalism and the ability to make lessons lively as positive 
characteristics. 
Participants in Australia reported that sometimes their teachers controlled the learning 
situation and sometimes they worked as guide and communicator: ‘Sometimes we have 
chances to participate and sometimes no. It is according to the plan the teacher put’ 
[SSA1]. In other words, the teachers in Australia had a repertoire of teaching activities, 
some of which entailed participation and some of which did not. Others believed that 
teachers acted as directors in their Australian English class: ‘she works as a guide and 
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she allows us to talk and if possible she try her best to correct us.’ [SSA2]. In short, the 
students in Australia provided evidence of opportunities to use English orally in the 
classroom. 
 
This finding is interesting in light of the work of Brown (2001) who states that 
positioning the teacher as a facilitator and guide will encourage learners to construct 
meaning through genuine linguistic interaction during class time. Similarly, Noels, 
Clément and Pelletier (1999) investigated the relationship between students’ 
perceptions of their teacher and students’ motivation and language competence. 
Participants consisted of 78 students registered in a 6-week summer French immersion 
program in Canada. The finding was that intrinsic motivation was negatively associated 
with perceptions of the teacher as controlling and positively related to perceptions of the 
teacher as informative. Moreover, perceptions of the teacher as controlling were 
positively correlated with class anxiety. These results indicate a relationship between 
learners’ perceptions of their teacher’s communicative style and their own motivation.  
 
Similar results regarding the teacher being cooperative or dominant in the class were 
found by den Brok, Levy, Brekelmans and Wubbels (2005). These researchers 
investigated the influence of teacher cooperation and dominance, as perceived by 
students, on their motivation in English as a foreign language (EFL) course. Participants 
were 1041 third-year secondary students in 52 classes from the Netherlands.  They 
found that both cooperation and dominance at the class level had an effect students’ 
motivation; that is, the more the students perceived the teacher as cooperative the more 
the students reported being motivated to learn the language. 
 
As the preceding discussion of literature suggests, anxiety is related to learners’ 
perceptions of teachers as controlling. It is interesting therefore that different 
perceptions of anxiety were found in the groups in Saudi Arabia and Australia. To 
elaborate, participants in Saudi Arabia said they felt anxious when they participated in 
their English classes: ‘When speak I scared’ [SSS2], ‘I am shy when wrong’ [SSS1]. 
‘Teacher, when me answer wrong, she say “sit” and she looking other student to 
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answer’ [SSS1]. This participant reported that she was not being encouraged when she 
answered in her English class but rather being humiliated when the teacher asks her to 
sit when she gave a wrong answer and looks for another student to answer. However, 
the data provide evidence that it is not only the teacher-student relationship that bears 
on anxiety. One participant said: ‘You don’t like see…no English’ [SSS2]. This 
participant meant that her speaking proficiency is low and as a result she was not eager 
to speak during English class. 
 
On the other hand, most of the participants in Australia said they felt comfortable when 
participating in their English classes: ‘when I participate in my English class I do not 
worry of making mistakes. Also, the teacher encourages us and makes me more 
comfortable’ [SSA8]. ‘Yes, I am always comfortable’ [SSA2]. ‘I am comfortable and 
relax’ [SSA7]. From this data it is apparent that positive relationships with the teacher 
reduced student anxiety – “the teacher encourages us”. However, the higher level of 
communicative competence of this group of participants, as described earlier in this 
chapter, cannot be ruled out as a contributing factor. If low communicative competence 
causes anxiety, perhaps higher communicative reduces it. These possibilities warrant 
further research. 
 
The findings about anxiety resonate with the extant literature. A study by Steinberg and 
Horwitz (1986) shows that learners put in a stressful environment tended to describe 
visual stimuli less interpretively than did subjects in a relaxed, comfortable 
environment. Another study by Aida (1994) examined the role of anxiety in Japanese 
language learning among college students. Aida found a significant negative correlation 
between anxiety scores and final grades among American second-year Japanese 
students. Results show that factors that had an impact on students’ anxiety in learning 
Japanese were speech anxiety and fear of negative evaluation, fear of failing the 
Japanese class, degree of comfort when speaking with native speakers of Japanese, and 
negative attitudes toward the Japanese class.  In addition to the quality of teacher-
student relationships then, opportunities for speaking seem to have been related to the 
participants’ motivation.  
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The fifth finding of the study was that students in Australia were more likely to speak of 
motivating authentic listening activities in class than their peers in Saudi Arabia. This 
was evident in the students’ talk about authentic listening behaviour on the part of their 
teachers, as well as their preferences for certain listening materials and activities. 
 
With respect to teacher listening behaviour, participants in Australia believed their 
English teachers listened to them when they spoke in English and as a result they felt 
more encouraged to speak. Some participants in Saudi Arabia reported the same 
phenomenon; they said that their English teachers listened to them when they were 
speaking and that this made them more enthusiastic and improved their relationships 
with their English teachers. On the other hand, some of the participants in Saudi Arabia 
reported that their teachers did not listen to them when they spoke in their English class. 
They went on to say that they were sad and frustrated during speaking activities and did 
not have good relationships with their English teachers. 
To elaborate, five participants in Saudi Arabia believed their teachers did not listen to 
them, which made them less enthusiastic to participate: ‘She don’t listen to me and I 
upset for her.’ [SSS1]. This means that the participant [SSS1] felt that her teacher did 
not listen to her when she answered a question and that this was upsetting for her. 
Another participant commented similarly: ‘Teacher not listening that make me sad.’ 
[SSS4]. Three participants believed their teachers listened to them, which enhanced 
their motivation to participate: ‘[When] listening I become excited.’ [SSS8]. This 
comment suggests that teacher listening behaviour may be implicated in motivation. 
As for the Saudi students in Australia, all believed their teachers listened to them, which 
made them more motivated to speak during their English class: ‘Yes she is listening and 
this influenced me positively.’ [SSA1]. ‘Yes and it affect my enthusiasm when I 
practise these activities.’ [SSA2]. ‘Yes my teacher is listening to me it is really exciting 
that the teacher listen to us as students so that we can really continue talking and 
learning something from when we talk if we make a mistake she will correct us.’ 
[SSA8]. It is worth noting that this student, excited by her Australian teacher’s listening 
behaviour, did not seem to be upset by corrections. This is a point of contrast with the 
Chapter 4: Interview Results  
121 
 
de-motivating fear, shyness and humiliation reported by the students in Saudi 
classrooms where teachers were perceived to be controlling. But why might this 
difference arise? 
Brecht and Robinson’s (1993) study investigating learners’ attitudes towards the value 
of formal instruction suggests an interpretation. One of the students’ reactions in the 
study is their view of classroom communication as artificial. The researchers attribute 
this observation to a number of factors. First, the topics of conversation in classes are 
usually chosen and directed by the teacher. Second, some teachers are not truly 
interested in what their students are saying and the students notice this. When learners 
feel that their listener is truly listening to what they have to say, an element of reality or 
authenticity is added to their conversation (Brecht & Robinson, 1993) – and with this, 
excitement and motivation 
The analyses conducted for this study revealed that there was more to authenticity in 
oral language activities than authentic listening behaviour on the part of the teacher: 
authenticity extended to materials and activities during speaking lessons. Participants in 
Australia reported being introduced to a mix of artificial and authentic materials when 
practising their English speaking. They also believed they had freedom to choose topics 
for conversation during their English class. They all preferred authentic materials that 
introduce new ideas because these types of activities are more fun and exciting. In 
contrast, participants in Saudi said they mostly experienced artificial activities derived 
from the textbook. They also reported practising their spoken English through 
memorizing dialogues from their textbooks. However, they said they would prefer 
authentic activities that would be more enjoyable. 
To elaborate, participants in Saudi Arabia said that their teachers relied on the textbook 
alone for speaking activities: ‘Just book.’ Participants identified the speaking activities 
given to them such as reading a written dialogue from the textbook ‘Reading inside a 
book’ [SSS1] or answering simple questions raised by the teacher: ‘Question answer’. It 
seemed that these common in-class activities were not particularly motivating: ‘No, 
actually I sleep in class English...um…because I have take this before’ [SSS1]. This 
participant did not mean that she had failed and so taken the class before. Rather, she 
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meant that the same speaking activities are repeated in the English curriculum; 
therefore, she does not find them exciting and so takes a nap. Following the textbook 
only, and not incorporating activities related to students’ lives and interest, seems to 
have affected the students’ enthusiasm to participate. 
Unlike their peers in Saudi Arabia, participants in Australia believed that their teachers 
introduced varied activities including some artificial and some authentic ones: ‘It was 
not only relevant to the book but also relevant to many topics.’ [SSA1]. ‘[Authentic 
materials are] related to current events and related to students’ lives’ [SSA3]. ‘[They] 
use materials regarding global issues’ [SSA6]. ‘They always bring new materials and 
any new things happening around on life like they talk about real life issues rather than 
textbooks.’ [SSA8].  
 
Lapper (1998) states that it is beneficial to relate materials to learners’ interest because 
by doing so, teachers can enhance learners’ motivation. When learners have 
opportunities to learn meaningful language that can be applied in a context to 
accomplish goals important to them, they will learn the second language more 
effectively (Chamot & O’Malley, 1996).  
Participants in Saudi Arabia would have preferred authentic materials and activities 
where they can talk about themselves and their interests: ‘I want talk something I like in 
my life and myself and my family, friends all this’ [SSS1]. Gardner (2007) believes that 
activities can influence learners’ level of motivation, and that it is this level of 
motivation which will have an effect on how much is learned. Four determinations of 
motivation affect learners’ choice of goals and tasks and the degree of effort they will 
apply in their learning: interest, relevance, confidence, and satisfaction (Keller, 1994. as 
cited in Julkunen, 2001).  
 
As for Saudi students in Australia, all participants preferred authentic materials. One 
participant said that she preferred authentic materials because it will expand her 
vocabulary: ‘Authentic materials because it introduce me to new vocabulary and 
increase my vocabulary limits.’ [SSA1]. Two participants perceive authentic materials 
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as more relevant to their lives: ‘Because it is adjustable to the current need.’ [SSA5]. 
One said that he can choose interesting topics in authentic activities instead of the fixed 
ones in the textbook: ‘Authentic materials because the topics are flexible.’ [SSA3]. One 
believed authentic materials to be easier to comprehend. One believed that authentic 
materials widened his thinking rather than just being limited to what is found in the 
textbook:  
 
[I prefer] authentic materials because it gives me a chance to think about other 
things rather than just reading the books where I can read it all the time. But if 
we have new material we can discuss it all of us we hear it in the news we know 
it is a real and important issue going on [SSA8].  
 
The students in both countries spoke explicitly about their emotional reaction to the 
materials and activities used in their classes. Regarding the enjoyment associated with 
the tasks practised in the English class, participants in Saudi Arabia believed that the 
speaking tasks were not enjoyable due to the boring book: ‘We memorize’ [SSS4]. ‘I 
like learning [but] the book is bad’ [SSS8]. ‘It is rubbish.’ [SSS6]. ‘No, because I have 
take this [before].’ [SSS1]. ‘No, it is boring, very boring.’ [SSS2]. It is noticeable from 
participants’ answers that they find the tasks demotivating because teachers rely on 
memorization, uninteresting textbook materials, or the repetition of activities which 
make students uninterested.  
 
Participants in Australia believe that speaking tasks are interesting and energising: ‘Yes, 
I enjoy the task of learning the language and sometimes it is challenging and sometimes 
it is enjoyable.’ [SSA2]. ‘Yes, I think it is very enjoyable; it is fun; the students learn 
something new and it is also challenging because it is not easy to learn something new 
language after you became an adult.’ [SSA8]. Participants were also asked if the 
communication tasks met their interest.  Three participants said that sometimes they met 
their interest: ‘Not always.’ [SSA1,2,3] and five said that the tasks always met their 
interest: 
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Yes, for example, in the interest our teacher used to ask us what is your favourite sport? 
They always tell us what do we want to study later on, always choose the field that we 
like; they encourage you to do more work and to be always optimistic. [SSA8]. 
Similar findings were found in Bernaus and Gardner’s (2008) study. Results showed a 
clear preference for classroom activities that involved interaction and active 
participation using authentic materials in language classes instead of following the 
textbook. They found that students’ level of motivation was higher when language class 
materials were related to their interest.  Brown (2001) believes that some of the main 
characteristics of communicative teaching are the use of language teaching techniques 
and student tasks to engage learners in the pragmatic, authentic, functional use of 
language for meaningful purposes. Also, these findings are similar to Clark’s (2010) 
study. Students in Clark’s study identified ways in which language learning could be 
made more enjoyable for them and suggested a variety of strategies. They wanted to do 
‘less text book stuff’ as their books seemed rather dated, and wanted to learn more 
about the culture and customs of the country.  
 
According to Ibarraran, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2007), learners preferred language 
class activities that involve communication and active participation using authentic 
materials in the language classes instead of simply following the textbook. Swain 
(1985) states that learners’ spoken production will be less developed than their other 
skills when learners lack the experience of meaningful interaction that could lead them 
to produce comprehensible output. Mackey’s (1999) study shows a positive relation 
between second language development and conversational interaction. Mackey found 
that learners who were usually involved in interactional tasks showed more 
development than learners who were passive in the language class. 
 
Different results were found in Brindley’s research (as cited in Burgess & Etherington, 
2002) within Adult Migrant Education in Australia. Brindley found that teachers 
preferred communicative activities, while students favoured formal explicit grammar 
teaching. Burgess and Etherington (2002) believe that despite this lack of agreement 
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between teacher and student views, research findings suggest that teachers may take 
learner wishes and preferences into account in their decision making around language 
teaching. They believe considering students’ preferences helps increase motivation 
levels. Schulz (2001) found in her study that the most important thing is that teachers 
should find out about their students’ views regarding formal instruction and error 
correction. She states mismatches between teachers’ and students’ views may reduce 
students’ motivation. Borg (1998) studied an EFL teacher in Malta. The results show 
that the decision to conduct explicit formal instruction does not necessarily suggest that 
the teacher believes that explicit formal instruction promotes language learning; rather, 
it can suggest that the teacher felt the students expected and would respond positively to 
it. 
 
Speaking activities that are practised in English classes should aim to encourage 
learners to speak English (Mackey et al., 2000). Certain tasks are more interesting, more 
attractive, and more motivating than others. Tasks that include an optimal amount of 
uncertainty and unpredictability attract the learner (Maehr, cited in Julkunen, 2001). 
 
To summarise, in the preceding section I have shown how the participants seemed to 
find authentic listening relationships with teachers, authentic listening materials and 
authentic listening activities motivating. Like friendly relationships with teachers, then, 
authenticity seems to affect learners’ motivation. This finding is consistent with the 
literature.  
 
The interview data generated one further finding about motivation: students in Australia 
were more likely to speak of abundant opportunities to develop spoken language in 
class than their peers in Saudi Arabia. I now present this sixth finding of the qualitative 
study in detail. In doing so I look at students’ perceptions about group-work, time set 
aside for speaking activities, and chances to negotiate meaning. 
 
Participants in Australia report being regularly divided into groups to practise their 
speaking. They always prefer working in groups because it is more beneficial due to the 
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more chances offered in groups to hear others and be heard by others. In contrast, 
participants in Saudi Arabia seemed to agree that their English teachers made little use 
of group-work. They said that their teachers did not divide the class into groups, and if 
teachers did divide them, it was only when the principal was in attendance observing 
the class: ‘Only supervisor.’ [SSS4]. ‘Only for manager.’ [SSS5]. Not dividing the class 
into groups may reflect the brief duration of the English period, which is around 45 
minutes. Chamot and O’Malley (1996) argue that effective communication requires 
regular opportunities to apply what is being learned and learners should have various 
opportunities for practising in authentic interactive contexts. They believe that learners 
learning English should be able to interact orally with their peers as well as with the 
teacher so they can immediately apply their understanding of the language.  
 
As for Saudi students in Australia, all participants said that they were often divided into 
small groups to practise speaking. A participant said that she preferred small groups: 
‘because [this will give her a chance] to listen to other people mistakes and I learn from 
it.’ [SSA1]. Another said that she preferred practising her speaking in small groups as 
she received immediate feedback: ‘In small group because when I made a mistake they 
will correct me.’ [SSA2]. One participant said that working within a group will help 
him gain more vocabulary and enhance his listening skills: ‘Small group because group 
is better because I learn new words and improve my listening.’ [SSA4]. One said that 
small groups build his confidence and also give more feedback. Another believed that 
when engaged within a group work activity, students could learn from each other. A 
participant stated that in a group, peers will exchange information and give each other 
feedback: ‘I think small groups are better it gives you a chance to hear other people 
talking and give you a chance to correct them and they correct you and the teacher will 
do the same thing to us.’ [SSA8]. Once again, it is interesting that the students in the 
Australian classroom were happy to receive correction and feedback. 
Provided careful attention is paid to the structure of tasks students work on together, the 
negotiation work possible in group activity makes it an attractive alternative to the 
teacher-led, "lockstep" mode and a viable classroom substitute for individual 
conversations with native speakers (Long & Porter, 1985, p. 207). Long and Porter 
Chapter 4: Interview Results  
127 
 
(1985) believe that in second language learning, group work has a psycholinguistic 
significance in addition to strong pedagogical arguments. They state that this is due to 
the role of input that is comprehensible in second language acquisition and the 
negotiation work possible in conversation between non-native speakers.  
 
Several advantages are claimed for group work: it provides learners with greater 
quantity and richer variety of language practice; it usually suits individual needs and 
creates a more positive affective climate; and learners are individually involved in 
lessons more often and at a more personal level (Doughty & Pica, 1986; Felder & 
Henriques, 1995; Long & Porter, 1985). For all these reasons and because of the variety 
group work inevitably introduces into a lesson, it seems reasonable to believe that group 
work motivates the classroom learner. The findings reported in this section are 
consistent with this position in the literature. 
 
Earlier in this chapter it was noted that students in Australia were less inclined to feel 
that their teacher dominated the class. I look now in detail at this data about 
opportunities to develop speaking skills in class. The analyses indicated that all 
participants in Australia believed they had enough time in class to practise their 
speaking skills. Also, they viewed their teachers as organizers who do not talk most of 
the time during the class. They expressed their preference for teachers who take on the 
role of guide and communicator. In contrast, participants in Saudi Arabia reported not 
having enough time to practise their speaking during the class time. Also, they viewed 
their teachers as controlling who talked most of the time.  
To elaborate, the Saudi group reported not having sufficient time to practise their 
speaking skills although they indicated answering questions or reading dialogues from 
the textbook. For example, one participant said: ‘Oh no, very few time for speaking’ 
[SSS1]. The same participant also said: ‘Just open the book and read’. Asked about their 
teacher’s speaking time, they indicated that the teacher monopolized the opportunities 
to talk in the classroom: ‘she always speak, speak, speak’. This indicates that participant 
did not regard reading from the book as speaking practise. They wanted other 
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opportunities to practise that were more interesting, for example, this participant also 
said: ‘I want…like…talk something I like in my life and myself and my family, friends’ 
Another participant in Saudi Arabia said: ‘only just listening…you do not like see…no 
English’ [SSS2]. This participant wanted to convey to the interviewer that her English 
speaking is very weak because she is always listening to the teacher and not given the 
chance to practise her speaking. This same participant also mentioned: ‘Dialogue…we 
open from book…teacher say read me and…um… friend read’. This participant did not 
consider reading a dialogue with a classmate from the textbook a speaking activity. She 
answered when asked about the speaking activities she preferred: ‘I like teacher 
ask…um talking about my life’. Also, this participant viewed her teacher as talking 
most of the time: ‘only the teacher talk’. 
As for Saudi students in Australia, participants believed that they were given sufficient 
time to practise their speaking for example, one participant reported: ‘Um…by doing 
some activities in the class which may take one hour per day’ [SSA1] ‘We were given 
in a speaking class all the time to talk and speak and usually we spend talking and 
listening to other people speaking’ [SSA8]. Asked about teacher’s speaking time, these 
participants reported that the teacher ‘sometimes’ talks most of the time [SSA1]. ‘She 
works as a guide and she allows us to talk and if possible she try her best to correct us’ 
[SSA8]. When asked about the speaking activities they preferred, one participant said: 
‘materials relevant to my life’ [SSA1]. Another participant said: ‘related to other events 
in students’ lives, they always bring new materials and any new things happening 
around in life. Like they talk about real life issues rather than textbooks’ [SSA8]. 
When learners produce the language they focus on the ways they are expressing 
themselves and they are pushed to produce more comprehensible and coherent language 
(Lapkin, 1986). Swain and Lapkin (1986) state that when learners are listening most of 
the time they will only gain a general understanding of the language; therefore, they 
need to be put in conversational situations in order to learn the language specifics that 
will develop their communicative competence. Swain and Lapkin (1986) found that 
many students in French immersion programs did not develop their communicative 
competence because these classes did not offer sufficient opportunities for students to 
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produce the language themselves. They argue that speaking encourages learners to 
develop a language more deeply than when they are only listening.  
 
Opportunities to negotiate word meanings during oral activities differed also across the 
two groups. Participants in Australia reported negotiating word meanings while most of 
the participants in Saudi Arabia did not. In Saudi Arabia, only one participant said that 
they negotiated meanings of words. In his opinion, this made him a better speaker. 
Although they reported not being given the chance to negotiate the meanings of words, 
participants believed that negotiating new or difficult words would have made them 
memorize words easily and improve their level of speaking English: ‘Don’t forget.’ 
[SSS5]. ‘In memory.’ [SSS4]. ‘Becoming better speaking.’ [SSS8].  
 
As for Saudi students in Australia, they reported the benefit of negotiating word 
meanings as a means to improve their speaking. One participant said that negotiating 
word meanings increased her confidence when speaking: ‘Sometimes I like to clarify 
about meaning if I have chance the reason is to make sure I am in the right track.’ 
[SSA1]. Other participants believed that negotiating word meanings widened their 
vocabulary and as a result they became better speakers of English: ‘Yes and the benefit 
is added to my vocabulary so I can speak better.’ [SSA3] ‘Yes, to get the words means 
and improve my speaking.’ [SSA4] ‘Yes, we discuss the meaning of most of the words. 
It is very important for me so that I would like to learn more and speak much better 
English.’ [SSA8].  
 
Nassaji (2007) agrees with Long (1996), suggesting that negotiation in learners’ 
interaction assists language acquisition in important ways, for example, “by making 
input comprehensible, by providing learners with negative feedback, and by promoting 
noticing.” (p. 513). The importance of understandable input in the form of 
conversational adjustments means that when learners are interacting they are trying to 
be understood and also to negotiate meanings that might create understandable input 
(Long, 1996). Negotiation is a facilitator of learning and it is one means by which input 
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can become comprehensible and manageable (Gass, 1997). Nakatani (2005) 
investigated the use of interaction strategies such as negotiation of meaning and found 
that the group that received focused interactional strategy usage improved their oral 
proficiency test scores whereas the other group did not. Their success was due to 
increased general awareness of interaction strategies and the use of specific interaction 
strategies such as negotiation of meaning.   
4.5 Discussion and Conclusions 
This chapter has presented the results of two sets of analyses on the interview data, 
highlighting similarities and differences between participants in Saudi Arabia and 
Australia. The first set of analyses measured the communicative competence of the two 
groups. They found that Saudi students living in Australia have better communicative 
competence than Saudi students living in Saudi Arabia. Findings of the qualitative study 
suggest that motivation-related differences between the English language use and 
learning experiences of the two groups are one possible reason for this difference. 
In the interviews most of the Australian group displayed high levels of both motivation 
and of the motivational strategies which have a positive effect on language 
achievement. On the other hand, most participants from the Saudi group showed low 
levels of both motivation and motivational strategies that have been linked to 
achievement. This second set of analyses of the interview data provided qualitative 
findings about motivation and classroom factors known to affect motivation. Six 
findings emerged from these analyses:  
1. Students in Australia indicate that they have more need to speak English, both 
within and beyond the classroom, than do the students in Saudi Arabia. As a 
result, students in Australia are willing to spend more effort in learning the 
language. Motivation determines the level of active personal involvement in 
second language learning. Motivated students, like the Saudi students in 
Australia, are deeply involved in their learning. In contrast, unmotivated 
students are insufficiently involved and therefore unable to develop their L2 
skills. 
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2. From the findings, other factors beside the need to use the language have shown 
to motivate students. Teacher emphasis on the importance of mastering spoken 
English seems to motivate students into learning the language. Students in Saudi 
Arabia lacked this support; rather, their teachers were stressing grades and 
exams. Grades and exams were emphasized by the teachers in Australia, too, but 
this did not preclude teachers from also explaining to students the benefits of 
being competent speakers in English and the goals of learning. It is possible that 
teacher encouragement of speaking and classroom emphasis on speaking might 
have been implicated in the higher levels of communicative proficiency found 
amongst the students in Australia. 
3. Interest in learning English was not a point of disagreement in the interview 
study. All the participants showed interest in leaning English. The differences 
were in the reasons they stated for learning English. In this study, all the 
students displayed instrumental motivation, whereas integrative motivation was 
most evident in the talk of the students in Australia. It might be this additional 
reason (integrative motivation) that was highlighted by students in Australia that 
made them more successful in language learning than those who are not so 
motivated. However, the impact of more abundant opportunities for practicing 
English cannot be ruled out.  
4. The teacher-student relationship was also shown to affect students’ level of 
motivation in this study. The students in Australia spoke of their teachers as 
friendlier and less controlling than did the students in Saudi Arabia. As a result, 
students in Australia seemed to be more motivated and less anxious than 
students in Saudi Arabia.  
5. Authentic listening behaviour on the teacher’s part was found to affect students’ 
motivation. Participants in Australia believed their English teachers listened to 
them when they spoke in English and as a result they felt more encouraged 
speaking.  As for participants in Saudi Arabia, some reported their teachers 
listening to them which encouraged them to speak. Whether in Australia or 
Saudi Arabia, then, teacher listening behaviour seemed to be implicated in 
student motivation: teachers who listen authentically may motivate students. In 
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contrast, the other participants in Saudi Arabia said their teachers did not pay 
attention to them when they spoke which made them frustrated. Also, 
authenticity of materials and activities during speaking lessons were shown to 
affect students’ motivation. All participants in this study believed that they were 
introduced to artificial materials, but students in Australia believed they were 
being exposed to authentic materials as well. All the participants preferred 
authentic materials that meet their interest for practising speaking. The 
interesting point about these findings is that in the Australian classroom 
participants welcomed correction on their oral language in ways they did not in 
the Saudi classroom where teachers were not only more controlling, but there 
was less authenticity in teacher listening behaviour, learning materials and 
learning activities.  
6. In this study, a number of classroom factors were found to affect students’ oral 
proficiency. Factors such as working in groups, time allocated for practising 
speaking, and negotiation of words meanings showed differences between the 
two groups of participants. Participants in Australia report being regularly 
divided into groups to practise their speaking. In contrast, participants in Saudi 
Arabia seemed to agree that their English teachers made little use of group-
work. The analyses indicated that all participants in Australia believed they had 
enough time in class to practise their speaking skills. In contrast, participants in 
Saudi Arabia reported not having enough time to practise their speaking during 
the class time. Opportunities to negotiate word meanings during oral activities 
differed also across the two groups. Participants in Australia reported 
negotiating word meanings while most of the participants in Saudi Arabia did 
not. Once again, the Australian participants welcomed the opportunities for 
correction afforded by group work. 
 
The qualitative analyses reported in this chapter entailed a comparison of the data 
produced with Saudi students in Saudi Arabia and Australia. Patterns of difference 
between the groups located in the two countries are apparent. Some of these differences 
seems to relate to the experience of living in a primarily Anglophone and Arabic-
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speaking societies, but some seem to relate to different experiences in the classroom in 
the two countries. Interestingly, students who experienced strategies supporting 
motivation (e.g. teachers who listen) seemed to enjoy motivational benefits irrespective 
of country.  This is cause for consideration: pedagogy in Saudi Arabia might be 
transformed to capitalise on this possibility. I return to this in the final chapter of this 
thesis.   
Interpretations of these six findings of the qualitative study and implications for 
classroom practice in Saudi Arabia are offered in Chapter Seven. In the next chapter I 
discuss the findings of the survey, the major part of this study. The survey provides 
evidence about both the motivation and factors supporting motivation enjoyed by 170 of 
Saudi students studying in Saudi Arabia and 109 of Saudi students studying in 
Australia. 
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Chapter 5: Survey Results  
5.1 Objectives and structure of the chapter 
In this chapter, I present the results of the survey according to country of study, gender, 
age, and level of education. The survey’s purpose is to explore relationships between 
participants’ self-reported communicative competence and factors affecting students’ 
communicative competence. Also, the survey aims to compare the Saudi and the 
Australian groups.  
Participants in the survey were 279 students from the two groups. There were 170 
participants from the Saudi group and 109 participants from the Australian group. All 
participants had completed high school in Saudi Arabia. Participants were given an 
English and Arabic copy of the survey so that they could understand it clearly.  
This chapter presents the process of descriptive statistics and data preparation for 
multivariate analysis in order to test the research model. The first section describes the 
analysis of the survey profiles and responses. The next section presents descriptive 
statistics for the variables of self-reported communicative competence, motivation and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation. Also, this chapter provides an interpretation 
of the mean values obtained for each construct and each measured variable. This 
chapter presents the t-tests comparing the mean of the two samples for the current 
study. Also, this chapter examines the statistical difference in communicative 
competence, motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation across different 
demographic groups. The gathered data were analysed using SPSS version 20.0. The 
data preparation process ensured that the data set met the following criteria: 
• Limited missing values; 
• Free of extreme outliers;  
• Not distorted significantly by the different opinions of specific groups; and 
• Upheld the assumptions of normality, and linearity.  
These were the conditions required by subsequent multivariate analyses involving SEM.  
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5.2 Assessing the survey’s normality 
Normality is the most important fundamental assumption in multivariate analysis (Hair 
et al., 2006). Normality refers to the shape of the data distribution for a variable and its 
correspondence to the normal distribution (Hair et al., 2006). There are two types of 
normality, univariate and multivariate (Hair et al., 2006). ‘Univariate normality’ refers 
to the degree to which the data distribution of a specific variable corresponds to a 
normal distribution, whilst ‘multivariate normality’ refers to a normal joint distribution 
of more than one variable (Hair et al., 2006). This section presents an examination of 
univariate normality to enable a preliminary assessment and demonstration of the data 
distribution for each variable, in order to justify the use of specific statistical analysis 
procedures.  
Multivariate normality is addressed in my study’s model assessment using the SEM 
technique. In general, the assessment of normality can be carried out visually or 
statistically (Hair et al., 2006). A visual inspection allows researchers to observe and 
judge how well a variable’s data histogram corresponds to a bell-shaped curve. 
However, researchers commonly use ‘skewness’ and ‘kurtosis’, which are considered to 
be two important components of normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Skewness 
provides an indication of the symmetry of the distribution; a skewed variable is a 
variable whose mean is not in the centre of the distribution (Hair et al., 2006). In 
contrast, kurtosis provides information about the ‘peakedness’ or ‘flatness’ of a 
distribution compared with the normal distribution (Hair et al., 2006). Theoretically, the 
value of both skewness and kurtosis in a perfect distribution is zero (however, this is an 
uncommon occurrence in social research). To have a normal distribution, Stevens 
(2001) suggested both skewness < 2 and kurtosis < 7. In this study, the results of normal 
distribution tests indicated that the absolute values of skewness and kurtosis of all 
variables ranged from -1.62 to 0.19 and from -0.51 to 5.49 respectively. These results 
provide support and justification for the normality of the data set (see Appendix A). 
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5.3 Outliers screening  
‘Outliers’ are cases with scores that are substantially different from the rest (Hair et al., 
2006). Therefore, it is very important to screen the data to detect outliers, as they can 
potentially bias the mean and inflate the standard deviation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007). Cases with scores more than three standard deviations beyond the mean may be 
considered as outliers (Kline, 2005). In order to detect such extreme deviations in this 
study, the entire scores of all 62 variables from all cases were converted into 
standardized z-scores. Any cases with an absolute z-score (|z|) value < -3.29 or > 3.29 at 
p < 0.01 were considered potential outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For any 
variable, the number of such outliers should not be greater than approximately one 
percent (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, there was no variable with an 
absolute z-score less than or greater than 3.29 (see Tables 5.2 to 5.4). These results 
indicate that the detected outliers did not cause any problems to the data set. Outliers 
can also be checked by inspecting the Mahalanobis distance and Cooks Distance. To 
identify which cases are outliers, the study determined the critical chi-square using the 
number of independent variables as the degree of freedom. By using Tabachnick and 
Fidell's (2007) suggestion of alpha level of .001 and two independent variables 
(motivation and teaching strategies that support motivation) and one dependent variable 
(communicative competence), the critical value is 13.82 (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007, Table C.4). In this study, no cases exceeded the Mahalanobis distance. The 
maximum value of Mahalanobis distance is 13.24 which did not exceed the critical 
value. On the other hand, outliers can also be checked by the value of Cook Distance in 
which cases with larger than 1 can be potential problems. In this study, the maximum 
value of Cook’s Distance is 0.05, suggesting no major problems. As a consequence, all 
279 cases were retained for further statistical analyses. 
5.4 Assessment of standard deviations and standard errors of the mean 
Standard deviation (SD) is a measure of how well the mean represents the observed 
data, whereas standard errors of the mean (SE) is an indication of how well a particular 
sample represents the population (Field, 2005). A large standard deviation indicates that 
the scores cluster more widely around the mean, showing the mean is not a good 
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representation of the data. A small standard deviation, on the other hand, indicates 
fewer data dispersed about the mean, showing the mean adequately represents the data. 
SE represents the variability of the sample mean. A large SE indicates that there is a lot 
of variation between the means of the different samples, which suggests that the sample 
is a poor representation of the population. On the other hand, a small SE indicates that 
most sample means are similar to the population mean and therefore the sample is an 
accurate reflection of the population. The values of SD and SE of all variables in this 
study were relatively small when compared to the means (see Tables 5.1 to 5.3). 
Therefore, it can be reasonably concluded that the mean value can be used as a 
representative score for each variable in the data set. In addition, the small values of the 
SE suggest that the sample used was sufficiently representative of the population. 
The mean value for communicative value statements ranged between (3.3- 3.7). The SD 
ranged between (0.69- 0.83). This small SD shows that the mean adequately represents 
the data. The SE ranged between (0.04- 0.05). This small SE indicates that most sample 
means are similar to the population mean and therefore the sample is an accurate 
reflection of the population. 
There were a total of 279 participants in the survey. 170 were from the Saudi group and 
109 were from the Australian group.  
Table 5.1 Self-reported Communicative Competence Descriptive Statements for all Participants  
Statements Participants Mean SE SD Outliers 
A1: When I speak English, I feel that my 
English grammar is good. 279 3.43 0.04 0.74 0 
A2: When I speak English, I know how 
English words are formed. 279 3.60 0.04 0.69 1 
A3: When I speak English, I can put 
words together to form a phrase or a 
sentence correctly. 
279 3.75 0.04 0.74 1 
B1: When I speak English, I can use 
appropriate words and phrases in 
different social situations. 
279 3.60 0.04 0.77 2 
B2: When I speak English, I can give a 
command, complaint and invitation 
according to the situation. 
279 3.57 0.04 0.76 1 
B3: During a conversation I know when 
and how to be polite and formal. 279 3.52 0.05 0.83 0 
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C1: When I speak English, I understand 
and can use many words. 279 3.69 0.04 0.77 1 
C2: I understand the relationships among 
the different meanings in a conversation, 
such as literal meanings, purposes of 
communication and attitudes. 
279 3.63 0.04 0.76 2 
C3: When I speak English, I know how to 
link words correctly. 279 3.48 0.04 0.77 0 
D1: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to use different 
words. 
279 3.55 0.05 0.84 0 
D2: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to translate it to 
Arabic. 
279 3.34 0.05 0.81 0 
D3: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to use gestures 279 3.69 0.06 0.76 0 
Note. Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
The mean value for motivation statements ranged between (3.27- 4.26). The SD ranged 
between (0.51- 1.01). This small SD shows that the mean adequately represents the 
data. The SE ranged between (0.03- 0.06). This small SE indicates that most sample 
means are similar to the population mean and therefore the sample is an accurate 
reflection of the population (see Survey Results). 
Table 5.2 Motivation Descriptive Statements 
Statements Participants Mean SE SD Cases 
E1: In my English class the teacher 
approaches individual students with 
good humour and encouraging remarks. 
279 3.95 0.03 0.61 1 
E2: The English teacher makes sure 
students are on the right track as they 
work on speaking tasks. 
279 3.81 0.04 0.70 2 
E3: The English teacher gives everyone 
a turn to speak so that he/she can check 
students’ understanding. 
279 3.78 0.04 0.75 1 
E4: The English teacher shows interest 
in students’ personal lives. 279 3.32 0.05 0.82 0 
E5: The English teacher adopts a 
friendly, non-authoritarian manner. 279 3.86 0.04 0.61 1 
E6: The English teacher presents 
materials in an interesting way. 279 3.58 0.05 0.81 0 
F1: The teacher links concepts back to 
students’ experiences. 279 3.59 0.04 0.76 2 
F2: The teacher chooses topics that 
he/she thinks are relevant to students’ 
lives. 
279 3.53 0.05 0.85 0 
F3: The teacher encourages students to 
play speaking games in class. 279 3.55 0.05 0.85 0 
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F4: The teacher does not always follow 
the students’ textbook. 279 3.37 0.05 0.89 0 
F5: The teacher supplements the 
students’ textbook with authentic 
materials. 
279 3.37 0.05 0.95 0 
F6: The teacher allows students to 
choose topics for conversation. 279 3.30 0.05 0.94 0 
F7: The English curriculum focuses on 
English-speaking skills. 279 3.44 0.05 0.92 0 
G1: I do not get anxious when I have to 
answer a question in my English class. 279 3.42 0.05 0.95 0 
G2: It does not worry me that other 
students in my class seem to speak 
English better than I do. 
279 3.41 0.06 1.01 0 
G3; I am never anxious that the other 
students in class will laugh at me when 
I speak English. 
279 3.48 0.06 1.01 0 
G4: I never feel hesitant to ask 
questions in front of the class. 279 3.65 0.05 0.87 0 
H1: When I have a problem 
understanding something in my English 
class, I always ask my teacher for help. 
279 3.81 0.04 0.79 2 
H2: When I am studying English in 
class, I ignore distractions and pay 
attention to my task. 
279 3.46 0.05 0.83 0 
H3: I make a point of trying to 
understand all the English I see and 
hear. 
279 3.82 0.04 0.72 1 
H4: I keep up to date with English by 
working on it almost every day. 279 3.62 0.05 0.84 0 
H5: I want to learn English so well that 
it will become natural to me. 279 4.04 0.04 0.63 2 
I1: I enjoy the activities of my English 
class much more than those of my other 
classes. 
279 3.49 0.05 0.89 0 
I2: It is more important for me to be 
able to speak English than to write it. 279 3.62 0.06 0.96 0 
I3: Speaking English is important 
because I will need it for my career. 279 4.04 0.04 0.73 2 
I4: I want to be fluent in English. 279 4.19 0.04 0.65 2 
J1: The English textbook I use now is 
interesting. 279 3.27 0.06 0.99 0 
J2: I like the way I learn English now. 279 3.54 0.05 0.84 0 
J3: Students are completely aware of 
the value of speaking English. 279 3.80 0.04 0.73 2 
J4: Studying English is important 
because it will make me more educated. 279 4.06 0.04 0.69 2 
K1: Studying English is important to 
me because it will allow me to be more 
at ease with native speakers of English. 
279 4.25 0.03 0.52 1 
K2: Studying English is important 
because I will be able to interact more 
easily with native speakers of English. 
279 4.26 0.03 0.55 0 
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K3: Studying English is important to 
me because I will be able to participate 
more freely in the cultural activities of 
native speakers of English. 
279 4.17 0.04 0.62 2 
L1: I would like to know more native 
speakers of English. 279 4.09 0.04 0.65 2 
L2: The more I get to know native 
speakers of English, the more I want to 
be fluent in their language. 
279 4.18 0.04 0.59 2 
L3: I think native speakers of English 
are kind and warm-hearted. 279 3.50 0.05 0.78 0 
Note. Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
The mean value for teaching strategies supporting motivation statements ranged 
between (3.42- 3.96). The SD ranged between (0.51-0.92). This small SD shows that 
the mean adequately represents the data. The SE ranged between (0.03- 0.05). This 
small SE indicates that most sample means are similar to the population mean and 
therefore the sample is an accurate reflection of the population. 
Table 5.3 Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation Descriptive Statements 
Statements Participants Mean SE SD Cases 
M1: The teacher provides positive 
feedback. 279 3.88 0.03 0.59 2 
M2: The teacher allows students to 
give feedback to each other. 279 3.76 0.04 0.75 2 
M3: It is better to receive feedback 
from my classmates and teacher. 279 3.77 0.05 0.82 2 
M4: Feedback helps me develop my 
speaking competence. 279 4.15 0.03 0.52 0 
M5: I always notice the feedback in a 
conversation. 279 3.92 0.04 0.67 1 
N1: The teacher gives opportunities 
for collaborative work. 279 3.92 0.04 0.63 2 
N2: The teacher gives opportunities 
for negotiation among peers in 
groups. 
279 3.92 0.04 .65 1 
N3: I most enjoy speaking English 
during small group work. 279 3.86 0.04 0.77 2 
N4: Working in small groups helps 
me improve my speaking skills. 279 3.96 0.04 0.67 2 
N5: Working in small groups 
increases my self-confidence. 279 3.90 0.04 0.75 2 
O1: The teacher gives students 
enough time in class to practise their 
speaking skills. 
279 3.72 0.04 0.79 2 
O2: The teacher addresses questions 
to the whole class rather than to 
selected individuals. 
279 3.78 0.04 0.72 2 
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O3: The teacher surprises students 
with new speaking activities in order 
to maintain their interest. 
279 3.42 0.05 0.92 0 
O4: The teacher tests students 
speaking skills throughout the year. 279 3.62 0.05 0.89 0 
Note. Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
The factorability refers to the suitability of the data to be factorized in terms of the inter-
correlation between variables (Pallant, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As the 
variables included in the analysis were deemed to measure the same underlying 
construct, a correlation matrix that was factorable needed to include sizable values for 
the correlation (Field, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity are generally 
applied to determine the factorability of such a matrix (Pallant, 2005). The strength of 
the inter-correlations among the variables within each construct was supported by the 
inspection of the correlation matrix with evidence of coefficients greater than 0.30. As 
presented in Table 5.4, the values KMO of each construct was in the range from 0.82 to 
0.90, making them well above the minimum acceptable level of 0.60 (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007). Finally, Bartlett’s test of sphericity for each construct was highly 
significant at p < .001 level, indicating that there were adequate relationships between 
the variables included in the analysis (Field, 2005).  
Table 5.4 KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Construct KMO 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square df Sig. 
Communicative 
Competence .90 2038.7 66 .00 
Attitude .85 1429.65 136 .00 
Motivation 
Intensity .84 961.99 78 .00 
Integrativeness .82 914.1 15 .00 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting 
Motivation 
.83 1203.2 91 .00 
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5.5 Survey results 
As described in the previous sections, the standard deviations of all 62 variables were 
not large. As a result, the mean values were determined to adequately represent the 
overall response for each variable. This section focuses on evaluating and interpreting 
the mean values of all 62 variables, calculated from the entire sample. The mean values 
are presented in Tables 5.5 to 5.7. The interpretation of the mean values was carried out 
with reference to the five-point scale response format, for all questionnaire items 
(variables), the value of five (5) representing the highest score and one (1) representing 
the lowest score. 
5.5.1 Level of self-reported communicative competence results for all 
participants 
Table 5.5 shows the whole sample’s self-reported communicative competence factors. 
These factors include four constructs: grammatical competence, discourse competence, 
sociolinguistic competence, and strategic competence.  
Table 5.5 Descriptive Statistics for Self-reported Communicative Competence for all Participants 
Communicative Competence Participants Mean Std. Deviation 
Grammatical Competence 279 3.59 0.65 
Discourse Competence 279 3.56 0.69 
Sociolinguistic Competence 279 3.60 0.65 
Strategic Competence 279 3.53 0.68 
Communicative Competence Sum 279 3.57 0.55 
 
The overall self-reported communicative competence is considered moderate with an 
overall average score of 3.57. The mean values of these factor variables ranged from 
3.53 to 3.60. Overall, the Saudi students displayed moderate scores of self-reported 
grammatical competence (3.59). The highest statement score was (A3) “When I speak 
English, I can put words together to form a phrase or a sentence correctly” with a score 
of (3.75). Additionally, Saudi students displayed moderate scores of self-reported 
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discourse competence (3.56). The highest statement score was (B1) “When I speak 
English, I understand many words” with a score of (3.69). Furthermore, Saudi students 
displayed moderate scores of self-reported sociolinguistic competence (3.60). The 
highest statement score was (C1) “When I speak English, I can use appropriate words 
and phrases in different social situations” with a score of (3.60). Finally, Saudi students 
displayed moderate scores of self-reported strategic competence (3.52). The highest 
statement score was (D3) “In a conversation when I forget a word in English I tend to 
use gestures” (3.69).  
Discussion 
The results in Table 5.5 are moderate because they are the aggregation of both groups’ 
results. The Australian group had high levels of self-reported communicative 
competence whereas the Saudi group’s level of self-reported communicative 
competence was less (see Table. 5.8). These results are consistent with the findings of 
the interviews in Chapter Four.  
5.5.2 Motivation results for all participants  
Table 5.6 shows the respondents’ perception of motivation factors. These factors 
include three major constructs: attitudes, motivational intensity, and integrativeness.  
Table 5.6 Descriptive Statistics for Motivation for all participants 
Motivation Participants Mean Std. Error Std. Deviation 
Attitude (Teacher) 279 3.72 0.03 0.49 
Attitude (Materials) 279 3.45 0.03 0.57 
Attitude (Class Atmosphere) 279 3.49 0.04 0.77 
Attitude (Course) 279 3.46 0.03 0.51 
Attitude Sum 279 3.55 0.02 0.45 
Motivational Intensity (Desire) 279 3.75 0.03 0.55 
Motivational Intensity (Effort) 279 3.83 0.03 0.53 
Motivational Intensity (Positive 
Affect) 279 3.67 0.03 0.56 
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Motivational Intensity Sum 279 3.75 0.03 0.44 
Integrativeness (Integrative 
Orientation) 279 4.23 0.03 0.51 
Integrativeness (Attitudes 
toward the Target Language 
Group) 
279 3.92 0.03 0.47 
Integrativeness 279 4.07 0.02 0.43 
Motivation Sum 279 3.72 0.02 0.37 
 
The overall motivation is considered moderately strong with an overall average score of 
3.72. The mean values of these factor variables ranged from 3.45 to 4.23. Overall, Saudi 
students displayed moderate scores of attitudes (3.55). The highest attitude construct 
was attitude towards teacher with an overall score of 3.71. However, the lowest attitude 
construct was attitude towards materials with an overall score of 3.45. The highest 
statement score was (E1) “In my English class the teacher approaches individual 
students with good humour and encouraging remarks” with a score of (3.95). The 
lowest statement of attitude was (F6) “The teacher allows students to choose topics for 
conversation” with a score of (3.30). Additionally, Saudi students also displayed 
moderately strong scores of motivation intensity (3.75). The highest motivation 
intensity construct was effort with an overall score of 3.83. However, the lowest 
motivation intensity construct was positive affect with an overall score of 3.66. The 
highest statement score was (I4) “I want to be fluent in English.” with a score of (4.19). 
The lowest statement score was (J1) “The English textbook I use now is interesting.” 
with a score of (3.27). Finally, Saudi students displayed high scores on integrativeness 
(4.07). The highest integrativeness construct was integrative orientation with an overall 
score of 4.22. However, the lowest integrativeness construct was attitude towards the 
language group with an overall score of 3.92. The highest statement score was (K2) 
“Studying English is important because I will be able to interact more easily with native 
speakers of English” with a score of (4.26). However, the lowest statement of 
integrativeness was (L3) “I think native speakers of English are kind and warm-hearted” 
with a score of (3.50).   
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Discussion  
The results in Table 5.6 are moderate because they are the aggregation of both groups’ 
results. The Australian group had high levels of motivation whereas the Saudi group’s 
level of motivation was less (see Table. 5.9).  
5.5.3 Teaching strategies supporting motivation factors results for all 
participants 
Table 5.7 shows the respondents’ perception of teaching strategies supporting 
motivation factors. These factors include two major constructs: teachers’ 
communicative style and language classroom activities.  
Table 5.7 Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation for all Participants 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting Motivation Participants Mean Std. Error 
Std. 
Deviation 
Teachers’ Communicative 
Style (Feedback) 279 3.89 0.02 0.40 
Teachers’ Communicative 
Style (Group Work) 279 3.91 0.03 0.52 
Teachers’ Communicative 
Style Sum 279 3.90 0.02 0.39 
Language Class Activities 279 3.63 0.04 0.63 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting Motivation Sum 279 3.83 0.02 0.41 
 
The overall teaching strategies supporting motivation is considered moderately strong 
with an overall average score of 3.82. The mean values of these factor variables ranged 
from 3.63 to 3.91. The highest teaching strategies supporting motivation construct was 
teachers’ communication style (group work) with an overall score of 3.91. However, the 
lowest teaching strategies supporting motivation construct was language classroom 
activities with an overall score of 3.63. The highest statement score was (M4) 
“Feedback helps me develop my speaking competence” with a score of (4.15). The 
lowest statement of attitude was (O3) “The teacher surprises students with new 
speaking activities in order to maintain their interest.” with a score of (3.42).  
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Discussion 
The results in Table 5.7 are moderate because both groups’ results are mostly positive. 
However, the Australian group had high levels of teaching strategies supporting 
motivation whereas the Saudi group’s level of teaching strategies supporting motivation 
was lower (see Table. 5.10).  
5.6 Comparison between the Saudi sample and Australian sample 
The purpose of this section is to test Research Hypotheses 1 to 3. These hypotheses 
were presented earlier in Chapter Three.  
1. There is a difference between the self-reported communicative competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
2. There is a difference between the motivation of Saudi students in Australia and 
Saudi Arabia. 
3. There is a difference between teaching strategies supporting motivation of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
This section compares student’s self-reported communicative competence level, 
motivation level, and teaching strategies supporting motivation level in both samples in 
order to compare the mean of the two samples. T-tests are used because they serve the 
purpose of comparing between two different samples (Creswell, 2008). In this study, 
the aim is to compare the Saudi group with the Australian group. T-tests are used to 
determine whether the differences in the opinions of the two groups of respondents are 
statistically significant and meaningful. The two groups include Saudi students studying 
English in Australian institutes (n=109) and in Saudi institutes (n=170). Results are 
presented in Table 5.8 through Table 5.10.  
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5.6.1 Comparing self-reported communicative competence between the Saudi 
sample and Australian sample 
This section was dedicated to address the first hypothesis. My first research hypothesis 
and sub-hypotheses are the following: 
1. There is a difference between the self-reported communicative competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
a. There is a difference between self-reported grammatical competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
b. There is a difference between self-reported discourse competence of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
c. There is a difference between self-reported sociolinguistic competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
d. There is a difference between self-reported strategic competence of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia.  
Table 5.8 indicates T-test between the Australian and Saudi group (Communicative 
Competence) 
Table 5.8 T- tests between Australian and Saudi Samples (Communicative Competence) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean Cohen D 
   Australia (n=109) SD 
Saudi 
(n=170) SD   
Grammatical 
Competence 8.34 .00 3.96 0.59 3.36 0.58 0.60 1.02 
Discourse Competence 9.84 .00 4.00 0.62 3.28 0.57 0.72 1.20 
Sociolinguistic 
Competence 6.52 .00 3.90 0.61 3.41 0.60 0.48 0.8 
Strategic Competence 11.30 .00 4.00 0.43 3.22 0.63 0.78 1.44 
Communicative 
Competence Sum 11.6 .00 3.96 0.45 3.31 0.45 0.65 1.44 
* p < 0.01: at 0.05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
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To check the statistical significance, this study applied Bonferroni Correction for family 
wise error. This involved keeping alpha across all tests at a reasonable level (Pallant, 
2005). This can be achieved by dividing the alpha level (usually 0.05) by the number of 
comparisons made and using the new value as the required alpha level (Pallant, 2005). 
Since communicative competence has four comparisons, the new alpha level would be 
.05 divided by 4, which is .0125 instead of .05. As can be seen, the differences are 
statistically significant between communicative competence sum between the 
Australian group and Saudi group at .0125 level. 
The effect size is measured in order to assess the importance of our findings. Effect size 
is a set of statistics that indicates the relative magnitude of the differences between 
means, or the amount of the total variance in the dependent variable that is predictable 
from knowledge of the levels of the independent variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, p.254). 
The most commonly used effect size statistics to compare groups are partial eta squared 
and Cohen’s d (Pallant, 2005). Cohen distance is used for t-tests comparisons and 
presents difference between groups in terms of standard deviation units. SPSS does not 
provide Cohen Distance values for t-tests; it can, however, be calculated using the 
information provided in the output. The formula for Cohen distance is as follows: 
d = M1 - M2 / spooled 
Spooled = Ö[(s1²+s2²) / 2] 
Cohen (1988) defined effect sizes as "small, d = .2," "medium, d = .5," and "large, d = 
.8", 
As can be seen, Saudi students in Australia have higher average scores in self-reported 
communicative competence and communicative competence components such as 
grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and 
strategic competence than Saudi students in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, there is a 
statistical difference between self-reported communicative competence and 
communicative competence components between the Australian group and Saudi group. 
Thus, my first hypothesis and sub-hypothesis were supported. The effect size was quite 
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large for the first hypothesis and sub-hypothesis (0.8-1.44). More information will be 
presented in Chapter Seven.    
The aggregate for self-reported communicative competence was the sum of 
grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and 
strategic competence. The average self-reported communicative competence of the 
Australian group was 3.96 compared to 3.31 for the Saudi group with a t value of 11.6, 
and significance at the < .01 level.  
This result also supported the sub-hypotheses. Self-reported grammatical competence 
was statistically significant between the two groups. The Australian group had an 
average score of 3.95 compared to 3.35 for the Saudi group, with a t value of 8.34 and 
significance at the < .01 level. Similarly, self-reported discourse competence was 
statistically significant between the two groups. The Australian group scored an average 
of 4.0 compared to 3.28 for the Saudi group, with a t value of 9.84 and significance at 
the < .01 level. Self-reported sociolinguistic competence was likewise statistically 
significant between the two groups. The Australian group had an average score of 3.89 
compared to 3.41 for the Saudi group, with a t value of 6.51 and significance at the < 
.01 level. Finally, self-reported strategic competence was statistically significant 
between the two groups. The Australian group scored an average of 4.00 compared to 
3.22 for the Saudi group with a t value of 11.3, and significance at the < .01 level. 
5.6.2 Comparing motivation between the Saudi sample and Australian sample 
This section addressed the second hypothesis. My second research hypothesis and sub-
hypotheses are the following: 
2. There is a difference between the motivation of Saudi students in Australia and 
Saudi Arabia. 
a. There is a difference between attitudes toward the learning situation of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
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b. There is a difference between the motivational intensity of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
c. There is a difference between the integrativeness of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Table 5.9 indicates T-tests between the Australian and Saudi group (Motivation).  
Table 5.9 T- tests between Australian and Saudi Samples (Motivation) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean Cohen D 
   Australia (n=109) SD 
Saudi 
(n=170) SD   
Attitude (Teacher) 3.67 .00 3.84 0.54 3.63 0.43 0.21 1.08 
Attitude (Materials) 2.27 .02 3.55 0.63 3.38 0.53 0.16 0.27 
Attitude (Class 
Atmosphere) 2.81 .00 3.64 0.84 3.38 0.70 0.26 0.33 
Attitude (Course) 3.18 .00 3.58 0.54 3.38 0.47 0.20 0.39 
Attitude Sum 3.79 .00 3.67 0.47 3.47 0.41 0.20 0.45 
Motivational 
Intensity (Desire) 6.69 .00 4.00 0.54 3.58 0.48 0.42 0.82 
Motivational 
Intensity (Effort) 6.16 .00 4.06 0.56 3.68 0.45 0.38 0.74 
Motivational 
Intensity (Positive 
Affect) 
4.43 .00 3.84 0.51 3.55 0.56 0.29 0.54 
Motivational 
Intensity Sum 7.38 .00 3.97 0.40 3.60 0.40 0.37 0.92 
Integrativeness 
(Integrative 
Orientation) 
16.41 .00 4.67 0.53 3.94 0.20 0.73 1.82 
Integrativeness 
(Attitudes toward the 
Target Language 
Group) 
5.47 .00 4.10 0.67 3.80 0.31 0.30 0.77 
Integrativeness Sum 12.40 .00 4.39 0.51 3.87 0.21 0.52 1 
Motivation Sum 8.19 .00 3.91 0.35 3.58 0.31 0.33 1 
Note. * p < 0.01: at 0.05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
As mentioned earlier, to check statistical significance, this study applied Bonferroni 
Correction for family wise error. Since motivation has three components, the new alpha 
level would be .05 divided by 3, which is .0167 instead of .05. As can be seen, there are 
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statistically significant differences between motivation between the Australian group 
and Saudi group at .0167 level. 
As can be seen, Saudi students in Australia have higher average scores in motivation 
and motivation components such as attitudes toward the learning situation, motivational 
intensity, and integrativeness than Saudi students in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, there is a 
statistically significant difference between motivation and motivation competence 
between the Australian group and Saudi group. Thus, my second hypothesis and sub-
hypothesis were supported. The effect size was varied from a small effect size (attitude 
= 0.45) to large effect size (motivation intensity = 0.92, integrativeness = 1, and 
motivation = 1) according to Cohen d guidelines. More information will be presented in 
Chapter Seven.   
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. The average score of the Australian group 
was 3.91 compared to 3.58 for the Saudi group with a t value of 8.19 and significance at 
the < .01 level. This also resulted in supporting the sub-hypotheses. Attitudes toward the 
learning situation were statistically significant between the two groups. The Australian 
group had an average attitude toward the learning situation of 3.67 compared to 3.47 for 
the Saudi group with a t value of 3.79 and significance at the < .01 level. Also, 
motivational intensity was statistically significant between the two groups. The 
Australian group had an average score y of 3.97 compared to 3.60 for the Saudi group 
with a t value of 7.37 and significance at the < .01 level. Finally, integrativeness was 
statistically significant between the two groups. The Australian group had an average 
score of 4.39 compared to 3.87 for the Saudi group with a t value of 12.4 and 
significance at the < .01 level. 
5.6.3 Comparing teaching strategies supporting motivation between the Saudi 
sample and Australian sample  
This section will address the third hypothesis. My third research hypothesis and sub-
hypotheses are as follows: 
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3. There is a difference between teaching strategies supporting motivation of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
a. There is a difference between teachers’ communicative style with Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
b. There is a difference between language class activities of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Table 5.10 presents the t-test results between the Australian and Saudi group (Teaching 
Supporting Motivation).  
Table 5.10 T- tests between Australian and Saudi Samples (Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean Cohen D 
   Australia (n=109) SD 
Saudi 
(n=170) SD   
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
(Feedback) 
5.78 .00 4.06 0.45 3.79 0.32 0.27 0.69 
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
(Group Work) 
6.61 .00 4.14 0.56 3.75 0.41 0.39 0.79 
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
Sum 
7.40 .00 4.10 0.42 3.77 0.31 0.33 0.89 
Language Class 
Activities 3.15 .00 3.78 0.70 3.54 0.55 0.24 0.38 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting 
Motivation Sum 
6.46 .00 4.01 0.44 3.70 0.33 0.31 0.80 
* p < 0.01: at 0.05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups 
Since “strategies supporting motivation” has two comparison components, the new 
alpha level with Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 2, which is .025 instead 
of .05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference between the 
strategies supporting motivation between the Australian group and Saudi group at the 
.025 level. 
As can be seen, Saudi students in Australia have higher average scores in teaching 
strategies supporting motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
components such as teachers’ communicative style, and language classroom activities 
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than Saudi students in Saudi Arabia. Thus, my third hypothesis and sub-hypothesis were 
supported. The effect size was varied from a small effect size (language class activities 
= 0.38) to medium effect size (teacher communicative style (feedback) teaching 
strategies supporting motivation = 0.69, teacher communicative style (group work) = 
0.79, to large effect size (teacher communicative style = 0.89 and the teaching strategies 
supporting motivation = 0.80). More information will be presented in Chapter Seven.     
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. The average teaching strategies 
supporting motivation of the Australian group was 4.01 compared to 3.70 for the Saudi 
group with a t value of 6.46 and significance at the < .01 level. This result also provides 
support for the sub-hypotheses. Teachers’ communicative style was statistically 
significant between the two groups. The Australian group scored an average of 4.10 
compared to 3.77 for the Saudi group with a t value of 7.40 and significance at the < .01 
level. Also, language class activities were statistically significant between the two 
groups. The Australian group had an average score of 3.78 compared to 3.54 for the 
Saudi group with a t value of 3.15 and significance at the < .01 level. 
5.7 Results for demographic factors 
The purpose of this section is to explore any differences between the demographic 
groups such as gender, age, and education. This will assist in identifying any other 
differences between groups. This section examines the statistical differences in 
communicative competence, motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
across different groups. 
5.7.1 Results for comparing between genders  
The groups include male students (n=179) and female students (n=100). Table 5.11 
indicates the results for the communicative competence t-test based on genders. 
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Table 5.11 T- tests between Male and Female Samples (Self-reported Communicative Competence) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean 
Cohen 
D 
   Male (n=179) SD 
Female 
(n=100) SD   
Grammatical 
Competence 3.93 .00 3.70 0.62 3.38 0.67 0.32 0.50 
Discourse 
Competence 4.45 .00 3.69 0.63 3.31 0.73 0.38 0.54 
Sociolinguistic 
Competence 2.8 .00 3.67 0.62 3.45 0.66 0.22 0.36 
Strategic Competence 1.75 .08 3.58 0.71 3.43 0.61 0.15 0.22 
Communicative 
Competence Sum 3.9 .00 3.66 0.52 3.40 0.56 0.26 0.48 
* p < 0.01: at 0.05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since communicative competence has four comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 4, which is .0125 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference in communicative 
competence between the gender groups at .0125 level. However, the strategic 
competence between the genders is not different statistically.  
Male students have higher average scores in self-reported communicative competence 
and communicative competence components such as grammatical competence, 
discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence but not strategic competence. 
Therefore, there is a statistically significant difference between self-reported 
communicative competence and communicative competence components between the 
male group and female group. The effect size was varied from a small effect size 
(strategic competence = 0.22, sociolinguistic competence = 0.36, and communicative 
competence =0.48) to medium effect size (grammatical competence = 0.50, discourse 
competence = 0.54).  
The aggregate for self-reported communicative competence was the sum of self-
reported grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence 
and strategic competence. The average self-reported communicative competence of the 
males of 3.66 compared to 3.40 for the females with a t value of 3.9 and significance at 
the < .01 level.  
CHAPTER 5: Survey Results  
155 
 
Self-reported grammatical competence was statistically significant between the two 
groups. Males had a score of 3.70 compared to 3.38 for the females with a t value of 
3.93 and significance at the < .01 level. Also, self-reported discourse competence was 
statistically significant between the two groups. The males had an average score of 3.69 
compared to 3.31 for females with a t value of 4.45 and significance at the < .01 level. 
Self-reported sociolinguistic competence was statistically significant between the two 
groups. Males had an average score of 3.67 compared to 3.45 for the females with a t 
value of 2.8 and significance at the < .01 level. Finally, there was no statistical 
difference for self-reported strategic competence between the two groups. Males had an 
average score of 3.58 compared to 3.43 for the females. For discussion see Chapter 
Seven, p. 235. 
Table 5.12 indicates motivation T-test for differences by gender. 
Table 5.12 T- tests between Male and Female Samples (Motivation) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean Cohen D 
   Male  (n=179) SD 
Female 
(n=100) SD   
Attitude (Teacher) 0.04 .96 3.71 0.54 3.71 0.37 0.00 0.01 
Attitude (Materials) 0.80 .42 3.47 0.57 3.41 0.58 0.06 0.10 
Attitude (Class Atmosphere) 2.15 .03 3.56 0.75 3.35 0.77 0.21 0.27 
Attitude (Course) 1.75 .08 3.50 0.49 3.39 0.53 0.11 0.21 
Attitude Sum 1.30 .19 3.58 0.45 3.50 0.43 0.08 0.18 
Motivational Intensity 
(Desire) 1.62 .10 3.79 0.54 3.68 0.55 0.11 0.22 
Motivational Intensity 
(Effort) 0.15 .88 3.84 0.56 3.83 0.47 0.01 0.02 
Motivational Intensity 
(Positive Affect) 1.14 .23 3.64 0.57 3.72 0.52 0.08 -0.14 
Motivational Intensity Sum 0.37 .71 3.76 0.44 3.74 0.44 0.02 0.045 
Integrativeness (Integrative 
Orientation) 4.03 .00 4.32 0.58 4.06 0.30 0.26 0.56 
Integrativeness (Attitudes 
toward the Target Language 
Group) 
2.96 .00 4.20 0.64 4.0 0.35 0.20 0.38 
Integrativeness Sum 3.90 .00 4.27 0.55 4.04 0.29 0.23 0.52 
Motivation Sum 1.67 .09 3.74 0.37 3.67 0.34 0.07 0.19 
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Since motivation has three comparison components, the new alpha level after 
Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 3, which is .0167 instead of .05. As can 
be seen, there is not a statistically significant difference for motivation between the 
gender groups at the .0167 level except for integrativeness. Male students have higher 
average scores in integrativeness factors only. Overall, the motivation between the two 
groups is not different. Since the differences between the two groups was not 
significant, there is no need to report the effect size. However, it was found significant 
differences between the two groups in the integrativeness factors with a moderate effect 
size = 0.52.     
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. The average motivation of males was 3.74 
compared to 3.58 for the females with a t value of 1.67 and non-significance at the < .01 
level. There is no statistical difference for attitudes toward the learning situation 
between the two groups. The males had an average attitude toward the learning situation 
of 3.58 compared to 3.50 for the females with a t value of 1.30 and non-significance at 
the < .01 level. Also, there is no statistical difference for motivational intensity between 
the two groups. The males had an average motivational intensity of 3.76 compared to 
3.74 for the females with a t value of 0.37 and non-significance at the < .01 level. 
Finally, only integrativeness was statistically significant between the two groups. The 
males had an average score of 4.27 compared to 4.04 for the females with a t value of 
3.90 and significance at the < .01 level. For discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 235- 367. 
 
Table 5.13 Indicates teaching strategies supporting motivation T-test for differences by 
gender. 
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Table 5.13 T- tests between Male and Female Samples (Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation) 
Constructs t Sig* Mean Δ Mean Cohen D 
   Male (n=179) SD 
Female 
(n=100) SD   
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
(Feedback) 
1.32 .18 3.92 0.43 3.85 0.32 0.07 0.18 
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
(Group Work) 
0.78 .43 3.89 0.59 3.94 0.32 0.05 -0.08 
Teachers’ 
Communicative Style 
Sum 
0.16 .87 3.91 0.45 3.90 0.27 0.01 0.02 
Language Class 
Activities 1.17 .24 3.67 0.66 3.58 0.54 0.09 0.04 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting Motivation 
Sum 
0.63 .53 3.84 0.45 3.81 0.30 0.03 0.07 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since strategies supporting motivation has two comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 2, which is .025 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is not a statistically significant difference for strategies to 
support motivation between the gender groups at the .025 level. Male and female 
students’ scores are not statistically significant.  Since the differences between the two 
groups was not significant, there is no need to report the effect size. 
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. The average score of the males was 
3.84 compared to 3.81 for the females with a t value of 0.63 and non-significance at the 
< .01 level. There is no statistical difference for teachers’ communicative style between 
the two groups. The males had an average score of 3.91 compared to 3.90 for the 
females with a t value of 0.16 and non-significance at the < .01 level. Also, there is no 
statistical difference for language class activities between the two groups. The males 
had an average score of 3.67 compared to 3.58 for the females with a t value of 1.17 and 
non-significance at the < .01 level. For discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 237. 
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5.7.2 Results for comparing between different ages 
The demographic group includes an 18-24 group (n=198), a 25-30 group (n=60), a 31-
37 group (n=17) and a 38 and over group (n=4). ANOVA was used to explore 
differences between groups. Table 5.14 present the results for self-reported 
communicative competence. As discussed above, the most commonly used effect size 
statistics to compare groups are partial eta squared and Cohen’s d (Pallant, 2005). Eta 
squared is used for comparison of more than two variables in which can be ranged from 
0 to 1 and represents the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that is 
explained by the independent (group) variable. SPSS does not provide eta squared 
values for ANOVA; it can be however, calculated using the information provided in the 
output. The procedure for calculating eta squared is provided below.  
Eta squared = Sum of squares between groups/ Total sum of squares. 
The guidelines (proposed by Cohen 1988, pp. 284-287) for interpreting this value are: 
.01=small effect, .06=moderate effect, .14=large effect. 
Table 5.14 ANOVA results between Age Samples (Self-reported Communicative Competence) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Square 
   18-24 (n=198) 
25-30 
(n =60) 
31-37 
(n =17) 
38 & over   
(n =4)   
Grammatical 
Competence 5.70 .00 3.45 3.86 4.19 3.83 0.65 0.17 
Discourse 
Competence 11.14 .00 3.38 3.90 4.21 4.33 0.69 0.34 
Sociolinguistic 
Competence 4.35 .00 3.51 3.73 4.11 3.91 0.65 0.14 
Strategic 
Competence 7.73 .00 3.32 3.99 4.05 4.41 0.68 0.25 
Communicative 
Competence Sum 3.60 .00 3.41 3.87 4.14 4.12 0.55 0.31 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since communicative competence has four comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 4, which is .0125 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for communicative 
competence between the age groups at the .0125 level. Both the 31-37 year old group 
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and the 38 years and over group have higher self-reported communicative competence 
average than the other groups.  
The aggregate for self-reported communicative competence was the sum of self-
reported grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence 
and strategic competence. The average self-reported communicative competence of the 
18-24 year old group was 3.41, the 25-30 year old group was 3.87, the 31-37 year old 
group was 4.14, and for the 38+ year old group were 4.12 with an F value of 3.60 and 
significance at the < .01 level.  
Self-reported grammatical competence was statistically significant between the age 
groups. The average score of the 18-24 groups was 3.45, the 25-30 year old group was 
3.86, the 31-37 year old group was 4.19, and the 38+ year old group was 3.83 with an F 
value of 5.70 and significance at the < .01 level. Self-reported discourse competence 
was also statistically significant between the groups. The average score of the 18-24 
year old group was 3.38, the 25-30 year old group was 3.90, the 31-37 year old group 
was 4.21, and the 38+ year old group was 4.33 with an F value of 11.14 and 
significance at the < .01 level. Self-reported sociolinguistic competence was statistically 
significant between the groups. The average score of the 18-24 year old group was 3.51, 
the 25-30 year old group was 3.73, the 31-37 year old group was 4.11, and the 38+ year 
old group was 3.91 with an F value of 4.35 and significance at the < .01 level. Finally, 
self-reported strategic competence was statistically significant between the groups. The 
score of the 18-24 year old group was 3.32, the 25-30 year old group was 3.99, the 31-
37 year old group was 4.05, and the 38+ year old group was 4.41 with an F value of 
7.73 and significance at the < .01 level.  
One way Between-Groups ANOVA with post-hoc tests is used when you have one 
independent (groups) variable with three or more group levels (groups) and one 
dependent categorical variable. Post-hoc shows the differences in the mean score on the 
dependent variable across the three groups. As a result, a post-hoc comparisons using 
Tukey HSD test indicates the mean score for the 18-24 year old group (M=3.45) is 
statistically significant than the 25-30 year old group (M=3.86) and the 31-37 year old 
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group (M= 4.19) in grammatical competence. The 18-24 year old group (M=3.45) and 
the 38 and over group (M=3.83) are not statistically significant from each other in 
grammatical competence. The 25-30 year old group (M=3.86) is not statistically 
significant than the 31-37 year old group (M= 4.19) and the 38 and over group 
(M=3.83) in grammatical competence. The 31-37 year old group (M=3.83) is not 
statistically significant than the 38 and over group (M=3.83) in grammatical 
competence. Additionally, post-hoc comparison tests indicates the mean score for the 
18-24 year old group (M=3.38) is statistically significant than the 25-30 year old group 
(M=3.90) and the 31-37 year old group (M= 4.21), and the 38 and over group (M=4.33) 
in discourse competence. No other significant differences were found between the other 
three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in discourse competence. Furthermore, the 
18-24 year old group (M=3.51) was statistically significant than the 31-37 year old 
group (M=4.11) in sociolinguistic competence. The 18-24 year old group (M=3.51) was 
not statistically significant than the 25-30 year old group (M=3.73) and the 38 and over 
group (M=3.91) in sociolinguistic competence. No other significant differences were 
found between the other groups (18-24, 25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in sociolinguistic 
competence. Post-hoc comparisons test also indicate the mean score for the 18-24 year 
old group (M=3.32) is statistically significant than the 25-30 year old group (M=3.99) 
and the 31-37 year old group (M= 4.06), and the 38 and over group (M=4.41) in 
strategic competence. No other significant differences were found between the other 
three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in strategic competence. Finally in 
communicative competence overall, post-hoc comparison tests also indicate the mean 
score for the 18-24 year old group (M=3.41) is statistically significant than the 25-30 
year old group (M=3.87) and the 31-37 year old group (M= 4.14), and the 38 and over 
group (M=4.12) in communicative competence. No other significant differences were 
found between the other three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in communicative 
competence. This may be the result of maturity in age and the more experience these 
groups had to practise their English. The effect size was quite large (0.14-0.31). For 
discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 237. 
Table 5.15 presents the ANOVA results for motivation. 
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Table 5.15 ANOVA between Age Samples (Motivation) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Square 
   18-24 (n=198) 
25-30 
(n =60) 
31-37 (n 
=17) 
38 & over   
(n =4)   
Attitude 
(Teacher) 2.17 .15 3.67 3.82 3.77 3.91 0.49 0.12 
Attitude 
(Materials) 1.25 .17 3.41 3.53 3.66 3.28 0.57 0.09 
Attitude (Class 
Atmosphere) 1.64 .06 3.45 3.45 3.92 3.87 0.77 0.09 
Attitude (Course) 2.56 .06 3.42 3.50 3.75 3.50 0.51 0.23 
Attitude Sum 1.45 .07 3.51 3.61 3.76 3.64 0.44 0.19 
Motivational 
Intensity (Desire) 2.41 .00 3.68 3.87 3.97 4.2 0.54 0.11 
Motivational 
Intensity (Effort) 5.01 .00 3.75 4.01 4.06 4.31 0.53 0.18 
Motivational 
Intensity (Positive 
Affect) 
2.04 .21 3.62 3.76 3.79 3.87 0.56 0.09 
Motivational 
Intensity Sum 2.16 .00 3.68 3.88 3.94 4.13 0.44 0.20 
Integrativeness 
(Integrative 
Orientation) 
19.11 .00 4.05 4.60 4.84 4.75 0.51 0.36 
Integrativeness 
(Attitude toward 
the Target 
Language Group) 
14.63 .00 4.01 4.37 4.61 4.37 0.56 0.24 
Integrativeness 
Sum 14.61 .00 4.03 4.51 4.75 4.60 0.49 0.37 
Motivation Sum 2.04 .00 3.65 3.84 3.97 3.96 0.36 0.36 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since motivation has three comparison components, the new alpha level after 
Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 3, which is .0167 instead of .05. As can 
be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for motivation between the age 
groups at the .0167 level. There is a clear statistical difference between the age groups 
in motivation and motivation components such as motivational intensity and 
integrativeness.  Overall, both the 31 – 37 year old group and the 38 years and older 
group have higher averages for motivation than the other two groups.  
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. The average score of the 18-24 year old 
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group was 3.65, the 25-30 year old group was 3.84, the 31-37 year old group was 3.97, 
and the 38+ year old group was 3.96 with an F value of 2.04 and significance at the < 
.01 level. There are not statistical differences for attitudes toward the learning situation 
between the groups. The average score of the 18-24 year old group was 3.51, the 25-30 
year old group was 3.61, the 31-37 year old group was 3.76, and the 38+ year old group 
was 3.64 with an F value of 1.45 and non-significance at the < .01 level.  However, 
there are statistical differences for motivational intensity between the groups. The 
average score of the 18-24 year old group was 3.68, the 25-30 year old group was 3.88, 
the 31-37 year old group was 3.94, and the 38+ year old group was 4.13 with an F value 
of 2.16 and significance at the < .01 level. Finally, integrativeness was statistically 
significant between the groups. The average score of the 18-24 year old group was 4.03, 
the 25-30 year old group was 4.53, the 31-37 year old group was 4.75, and the 38+ year 
old group was 4.60 with an F value of 14.61 and significance at the < .01 level. 
Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicates the mean score for the 18-24 
year old group (M=3.51), the 25-30 year old group (M=3.61) 31-37 (M= 3.76), and the 
38 and over group (M=3.64) are not statistically significant from each other in attitudes. 
The 18-24 year old group (M=3.68) is statistically significant from the other groups 
(Group 25-30 (M=3.88), the 31-37 year old group (M=3.94), and the 38 and over group 
(M=4.13) in motivation intensity. No other significant differences were found between 
the other three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in motivation intensity. The 18-
24 year old group (M=4.03) is statistically significant than the other groups (Group 25-
30 (M=4.51), 31-37 (M=4.75), and the 38 and over group (M=4.60) in integrativeness. 
No other significant differences were found between the other three groups (25-30, 31-
37 and 38 and over) in integrativeness. Finally, the 18-24 year old group (M=3.65) is 
statistically significant from the other groups (Group 25-30 (M=3.84), 31-37 (M=3.97), 
and the 38 and over group (M=3.9) in motivation. No other significant differences were 
found between the other three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in motivation. 
This may be the result of maturity in age and the more experience these two groups 
have had to practise their English. The effect size was quite large (0.19-0.37). For 
discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 238. 
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Table 5.16 presents the results for teaching strategies supporting motivation. 
 
Table 5.16 ANOVA between Age Samples (Teaching Strategies supporting Motivation) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Square 
   18-24 (n=198) 
25-30 
(n =60) 
31-37 
(n =17) 
38 & over   
(n =4)   
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style (Feedback) 
3.08 .03 3.85 4.02 3.95 3.90 0.40 0.13 
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style (Group 
Work) 
5.05 .00 3.82 4.14 4.07 4.25 0.51 0.22 
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style Sum 
3.05 .00 3.83 4.08 4.01 4.07 0.39 0.21 
Language Class 
Activities 3.20 .08 3.59 3.67 3.95 3.93 0.62 0.14 
Teaching 
Strategies 
Supporting 
Motivation Sum 
2.44 .00 3.76 3.97 3.99 4.03 0.41 0.24 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups  
Since strategies supporting motivation has two comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 2, which is .025 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for strategies to support 
motivation between the age groups at .025 level. Overall, the 25-30 year old group, the 
31-37 year old group and the 38 years and older group have higher means for teaching 
strategies supporting motivation than the 18-24 year old group.  
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. The score of the 18-24 year old 
group was 3.76, the 25-30 year old group was 3.97, the 31-37 year old was 3.99, and the 
38+ year old group was 4.03 with an F value of 2.44 and significance at the < .01 level.  
There are statistical differences for teachers’ communicative style between the groups. 
The score of the 18-24 year old group was 3.83, the 25-30 year old group was 4.08, the 
31-37 year old group was 4.01, and the 38+ year old group was 4.07 with an F value of 
3.05 and significance at the < .01 level. However, there are not statistical differences for 
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language class activities between the groups. The average score of the 18-24 year old 
group was 3.59, the 25-30 year old group was 3.67, the 31-37 year old group was 3.95, 
and the 38+ year old group was 3.93 with an F value of 3.20 and non-significance at the 
< .01 level. 
Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicates the mean score for the 18-24 
year old group (M=3.83), and the 25-30 year old group (M=4.08) are statistically 
significant from each other in teacher communication style. The 18-24 year old group 
(M=3.83), the 31-37 year old group (M= 4.01) and the 38 and over group (M=4.07) are 
not statistically significant from each other in teacher communication style. No other 
significant differences were found between the other three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 
and over) in teacher communication style. There is no statistical difference between the 
four groups the 18-24 year old group (M= 3.59), the 25-30 year old group (M=3.67), the 
31-37 year old group (M=3.95), and the 38 and over group (M=3.93) in language class 
activities. Finally, the 18-24 year old group (M=3.76), and the 25-30 year old group 
(M=3.97) are statistically significant from each other in strategies that support 
motivation. The 18-24 year old group (M=3.76), the 31-37 year old group (M= 3.99) 
and the 38 and over group (M=4.03) are not statistically significant from each other in 
strategies that support motivation. No other significant differences were found between 
the other three groups (25-30, 31-37 and 38 and over) in strategies that support 
motivation. The effect size was quite large (0.14-0.24). For discussion see Chapter 
Seven, p. 238. 
5.7.3 Results for comparing between different levels of education 
This demographic group includes students enrolled in language institutes in Saudi 
Arabia and Australia and having different qualifications. For example, seven 
participants had a doctoral degree, 42 participants had a master’s degree, 92 participants 
had a bachelor degree, 12 participants had a diploma degree and 126 participants were 
high school students.  
ANOVA was used to explore differences between groups. Table 5.17 presents the 
results for self-reported communicative competence.  
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Table 5.17 ANOVA between Education Level Samples (Communicative Competence) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Squared 
   Doctor (n =7) 
Master’s 
(n=42) 
Bachelor 
(n=92) 
Diploma 
(n=12) 
High 
(n=126)   
Grammatical 
Competence 7.68 .00 4.38 4.02 3.66 3.70 3.33 0.65 0.22 
Discourse 
Competence 9.46 .00 4.33 4.06 3.61 3.83 3.27 0.69 0.28 
Sociolinguistic 
Competence 4.82 .00 4.23 3.92 3.68 3.67 3.37 0.65 0.15 
Strategic 
Competence 7.24 .00 4.28 4.08 3.59 3.53 3.24 0.68 0.24 
Communicative 
Competence 
Sum 
3.78 .00 4.31 4.02 3.64 3.68 3.30 0.55 0.33 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since communicative competence has four comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 4, which is.0125 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for communicative 
competence between different levels of education at the .0125 level. There is a clear 
statistical difference between the education level groups in self-reported communicative 
competence and communicative competence components such as grammatical 
competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic 
competence. Both doctoral and master’s degree groups have higher means in self-
reported communicative competence than the other groups.  
The aggregate for self-reported communicative competence was the sum of 
grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and 
strategic competence. The average score of the doctoral group was 4.31, the masters 
group was 4.02, the bachelor group was 3.66, the diploma group was 3.70, and the high 
school group was 3.33 with an F value of 3.78 and significance at the < .01 level.  
Self-reported grammatical competence was statistically significant between the groups. 
The average score of the doctoral group was 4.38, the masters group was 4.02, the 
bachelor group was 3.64, the diploma group was 3.68, and the high school group was 
3.30 with an F value of 7.68 and significance at the < .01 level. Self-reported discourse 
competence was likewise statistically significant between the groups. The average score 
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of the doctoral group was 4.33, the masters group was 4.06, the bachelor group was 
3.61, the diploma group was 3.83, and the high school group was 2.27 with an F value 
of 9.46 and significance at the < .01 level. Self-reported sociolinguistic competence was 
statistically significant between the groups. The average score of the doctoral group was 
4.23, the masters group was 3.92, the bachelor group was 3.68, the diploma group was 
3.67, and the high school group was 3.37 with an F value of 4.82 and significance at the 
< .01 level. Finally, there was statistical difference for self-reported strategic 
competence between the groups. The score of the doctoral group was 4.28, the masters 
group was 4.08, the bachelors group was 3.59, the diploma group was 3.53, and the 
high school group was 3.24 with an F value of 7.24 and significance at the < .01 level.  
A post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicates the mean score for the doctoral 
group (M=4.38) is statistically significant from the bachelor group (M=3.66) and the 
diploma group (M=3.70) and the high school group (M=3.33) in grammatical 
competence. However, the doctoral group (M=4.38) is not statistically significant from 
the masters group (M= 4.02) in grammatical competence. The masters group is 
statistically significant from the bachelor, diploma and high school groups. The 
bachelor and diploma groups are statistically significant from the high school group in 
grammatical competence. Finally, there is no statistical difference between the bachelor 
group and the diploma group in grammatical competence. Similarly, a post-hoc test 
indicates the mean score for the doctoral group (M=4.33) is statistically significant than 
the bachelor group (M=3.61) and the diploma group (M=3.83) and the high school 
group (M=3.27) in discourse competence. However, the doctoral group (M=4.33) is not 
statistically significant from the masters group (M= 4.06) in discourse competence. The 
masters group is statistically significant from the bachelor, diploma and high school 
groups. The bachelor and diploma groups are statistically significant from the high 
school group in discourse competence. Finally, there is no statistical difference between 
the bachelor group and the diploma group in discourse competence. Furthermore, a 
post-hoc test indicates the mean score for the doctoral group (M=4.23), the masters 
group (M=3.92), the bachelor group (M=3.68) and the diploma group (M=3.66) are 
statistically significant from the high school group (M=3.37) in sociolinguistic 
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competence. There is no statistical difference between the doctoral, masters, bachelor 
and diploma groups in sociolinguistic competence. Additionally, a post-hoc test 
indicates the mean score for the doctoral group (M=4.28) is statistically significant from 
the bachelor group (M=3.59) and the diploma group (M=3.53) and the high school 
group (M=3.24) in strategic competence. However, the doctoral group (M=4.28) is not 
statistically significant from the masters group (M= 4.08) in strategic competence. The 
masters group is statistically significant from the bachelor, diploma and high school 
groups. The bachelor and diploma groups are statistically significant from the high 
school group in strategic competence. Finally, there is no statistical difference between 
the bachelor group and the diploma group in strategic competence.  
Finally, a post-hoc test indicates the mean score for the doctoral group (M=4.31) is 
statistically significant from the bachelor group (M=3.64) and the diploma group 
(M=3.68) and the high school group (M=3.30) in communicative competence. 
However, the doctoral group (M=4.31) is not statistically significant from the masters 
group (M= 4.02) in communicative competence. The masters group is statistically 
significant from the bachelor, diploma and high school groups. The bachelor and 
diploma groups are statistically significant from the high school group in 
communicative competence. Finally, there is no statistical difference between the 
bachelor group and the diploma group in communicative competence.  
This may be the result of maturity in age and the more experience these two groups 
have had to practise their English. Also, it might be the result of greater demands for 
English competence at higher levels of education. The effect size was quite large (0.15-
0.33). For discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 239. 
Table 5.18 presents the results for motivation. 
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Table 5.18 ANOVA between Education Level Samples (Motivation) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Squared 
   Doctor (n =7) 
Master’s 
(n=42) 
Bachelor 
(n=92) 
Diploma 
(n=12) 
High 
(n=126)   
Attitude 
(Teacher) 2.85 .01 3.73 3.85 3.74 3.48 3.65 0.49 0.15 
Attitude 
(Materials) 1.66 .00 3.53 3.69 3.48 3.11 3.35 0.57 0.12 
Attitude (Class 
Atmosphere) 2.62 .26 3.89 3.60 3.53 3.47 3.38 0.77 0.13 
Attitude 
(Course) 2.08 .00 3.66 3.66 3.50 3.24 3.36 0.51 0.19 
Attitude Sum 1.14 .00 3.68 3.73 3.58 3.33 3.47 0.44 0.16 
Motivational 
Intensity 
(Desire) 
3.74 .00 4.17 3.93 3.84 3.74 3.59 0.54 0.16 
Motivational 
Intensity 
(Effort) 
6.02 .00 4.10 4.14 3.83 3.75 3.72 0.53 0.21 
Motivational 
Intensity 
(Positive 
Affect) 
2.76 .03 3.89 3.82 3.68 3.62 3.58 0.56 0.12 
Motivational 
Intensity Sum 2.27 .00 4.06 3.96 3.78 3.71 3.63 0.44 0.21 
Integrativeness 
(Integrative 
Orientation) 
21.3 .00 4.33 4.79 4.32 4.27 3.96 0.51 0.38 
Integrativeness 
(Attitude 
toward the 
Target 
Language 
Group) 
21.2 .00 4.07 4.57 4.22 4.10 3.90 0.56 0.31 
Integrativeness 
Sum 16.5 .00 4.22 4.70 4.28 4.20 3.93 0.49 0.40 
Motivation 
Sum 1.66 .00 3.90 3.95 3.76 3.59 3.59 0.36 0.31 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups    
Since motivation has three comparison components, the new alpha level after 
Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 3, which is .0167 instead of .05. As can 
be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for motivation between different 
levels of education groups at the .0167 level. There is a clear statistical difference 
between the education level groups in motivation and motivation components such as 
attitude, motivational intensity and integrativeness.  Overall, both of doctoral and 
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masters groups have higher means in motivation than the diploma and high school 
group.  
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. The average score of the doctoral group was 
3.90, the masters group was 3.95, the bachelor group was 3.76, the diploma group was 
3.59, and the high school group was 3.59 with an F value of 1.66 and significance at the 
< .01 level. There are statistical differences for attitudes toward the learning situation 
between the groups. The average score of the doctoral group was 3.68, the masters 
group was 3.73, the bachelors group was 3.58, the diploma group was 3.33, and the 
high school group was 3.47 with an F value of 1.14 and significance at the < .01 level. 
Also, there are statistical differences for motivational intensity between the groups. The 
average score of the doctoral group was 4.06, the masters group was 3.96, the bachelors 
group was 3.78, the diploma group was 3.71, and the high school group was 3.63 with 
an F value of 2.27 and significance at the < .01 level. Finally, integrativeness was 
statistically significant between the groups. The average score of the doctoral group was 
4.22, the masters group was 4.70, the bachelors group was 4.28, the diploma group was 
4.20, and the high school group was 3.93 with an F value of 16.5 and significance at the 
< .01 level.  
Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicates the mean score for the doctoral 
group (M=3.68), masters group (M=3.73) bachelor group (M= 3.58), diploma group 
(M=3.33) and high school group (M=3.47) are not statistically significant from each 
other in attitudes. Doctoral (M=4.06) and masters (M=3.96) groups are statistically 
significant from the high school group (M=3.63) in motivation intensity. Doctoral 
(M=4.06) and masters (M=3.96) groups are statistically significant from the bachelor 
group (M=3.78) and the diploma group (M=3.7) in motivation intensity. No other 
significant differences were found between the rests of the groups in motivation 
intensity.  The masters group (M=4.70) is statistically significant from the doctoral 
(M=4.22), bachelor (M=4.28), diploma (M=4.20) and high school (M=3.93) groups in 
integrativeness. The bachelor group (M=4.28) is statically different from the high 
school group (M=3.93) in integrativeness. No other significant differences were found 
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between the other groups in integrativeness. Finally, the masters group (M=3.95) is 
statistically significant from the bachelor (M=3.76), diploma (M=3.59) and high school 
(M=3.59) groups in motivation. The masters group (M=3.95) is not statistically 
significant from the doctoral group (M=3.90) in motivation. The bachelor group 
(M=3.76) is statically different from the high school group (M=3.59) in motivation. No 
other significant differences were found between the other groups in motivation. This 
may be the result of maturity in age and the more experience these two groups have had 
to practise their English. The effect size was quite large (0.16-0.40). For discussion see 
Chapter Seven, p. 239. 
Table 5.19 presents the results for teaching strategies supporting motivation.  
Table 5.19 ANOVA between Education Level Samples (Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation) 
Constructs F Sig* Mean SD Eta Squared 
   Doctor (n =7) 
Master’s 
(n=42) 
Bachelor 
(n=92) 
Diploma 
(n=12) 
High 
(n=126)   
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style 
(Feedback) 
4.03 .00 3.97 3.96 3.97 3.84 3.81 0.40 0.16 
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style (Group 
Work) 
6.62 .00 4.28 4.21 3.94 3.50 3.79 0.51 0.27 
Teachers’ 
Communicative 
Style Sum 
3.31 .00 4.12 4.08 3.95 3.67 3.80 0.39 0.23 
Language Class 
Activities 1.71 .00 3.82 3.77 3.69 3.45 3.53 0.63 0.08 
Teaching 
Strategies 
Supporting 
Motivation 
Sum 
2.18 .00 4.04 4 3.88 3.60 3.72 0.41 0.22 
* p < .01: at .05 level respondents’ opinions were different across different groups 
Since strategies that support motivation has two comparison components, the new alpha 
level after Bonferroni correction would be .05 divided by 2, which is .025 instead of 
.05. As can be seen, there is a statistically significant difference for strategies supporting 
motivation between different levels of education groups at the .025 level. Overall, both 
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of the doctoral and masters groups have higher means for teaching strategies supporting 
motivation than the diploma and high school groups.  
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. The average score of the doctoral 
group was 4.04, the masters group was 4.00, the bachelors group was 3.88, the diploma 
group was 3.60, and the high school group was 3.72 with an F value of 2.18 and 
significance at the < .01 level. There are statistical differences for teachers’ 
communicative style between the groups. The average score of the doctoral group was 
4.12, the masters group was 4.08, the bachelors group was 3.95, the diploma group was 
3.67, and the high school group was 3.80 with an F value of 3.31 and significance at the 
< .01 level.  Also, there are statistical differences for language class activities between 
the groups. The average language class activities of the doctoral group was 3.82, the 
masters group was 3.77, the bachelors group was 3.69, the diploma group was 3.45, and 
the high school group was 3.53 with an F value of 1.71 and significance at the < .01 
level.  
Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicates the mean scores for the doctoral 
group (M=4.12) and the masters group (M=4.08) are statistically significant from the 
diploma group (M=3.67) and the high school group (M=3.80) in teacher communication 
style. Also, the bachelor group (M=3.95) is statistically significant from the high school 
group (M=3.80) in teacher communication style. No other significant differences were 
found between the other groups in teacher communication style. The mean score for the 
doctoral (M=3.82) and masters groups (M=3.77) are statistically significant from the 
diploma group (M=3.45) and the high school group (M=3.53) in language class 
activities. No other significant differences were found between the other groups in 
language class activities. Finally, the mean score for the doctoral (M=4.04) and masters 
groups (M=3.99) are statistically significant from the diploma group (M=3.60) and the 
high school group (M=3.72) in strategies that support motivation. No other significant 
differences were found between the other groups in strategies that support motivation. 
The effect size ranged from a medium effect (language class activities = 0.08) to large 
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effect size (teacher communicative style = 0.23 and strategies supporting motivation = 
0.22). For discussion see Chapter Seven, p. 240. 
5.8 Chapter summary  
This chapter presented the data analysis to provide an understanding of the 
characteristics of the data collected from the questionnaires of Saudi students enrolled 
in English institutes in Australia and Saudi Arabia. This chapter presented an 
examination of the profiles of the 279 respondents. The data showed an acceptable 
normal distribution without extreme outliers and upheld the assumptions of normality, 
and linearity. In addition, the standard deviation and standard error of the mean 
indicated that a mean value could be used as a representative score for each variable and 
that the sample used in the study sufficiently represented the population. As a result of 
the above, the data were considered suitable input for subsequent multivariate analyses 
including SEM. These analyses are presented in the next chapter. The interpretations of 
the variables’ mean values provided preliminary findings indicated the overall 
characteristics of communicative competence, motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation as perceived by the respondents. The t-test comparison has 
shown clearly significant differences between the Australian sample and Saudi sample. 
As a result, this supports my hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 1 through 3 which indicate 
there is a significant difference in self-reported communicative competence, motivation 
and teaching strategies supporting motivation between the Australian group and the 
Saudi group. 
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Chapter 6: Model assessment 
This chapter presents the detailed procedures undertaken to assess the research model 
developed in Chapter Four. The reliability of the model constructs must be confirmed 
before discussing the model assessment. The CFA employed to confirm and refine the 
identified structure of each model construct to ensure its reliability and validity is 
introduced in this chapter. Also, this chapter presents an overview of SEM which was 
employed as the technique for evaluating the relationships between the model’s 
constructs. Also, this chapter presents the measurement model results, the structural 
model specification and assessment criteria, as well as presenting the results of the final 
empirical model.  
6.1 Scale reliability 
Pallant (2005) defined reliability as “the degree to which an instrument measures the 
same way each time it is used under the same conditions with the same subject” (p.97). 
For a scale to be valid and possess practical utility, it must be reliable (Pallant, 2005). In 
this study, the questionnaire used three scales to measure the constructs proposed in the 
research model, namely self-reported communicative competence; motivation 
constructs such as attitude, motivation intensity, and integrativeness; and teaching 
strategies supporting motivation. To ensure that such a set of measurement scales 
consistently and accurately captured the meaning of the constructs, an analysis of scale 
reliability was performed through an assessment of internal consistency and item-total 
correlations. The assessment procedures and associated results are presented in the next 
two sections. 
6.1.1 Internal consistency 
Kline (2005) refers to the degree to which responses are consistent across the items as 
“internal consistency”. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is the most common measurement 
for internal consistency, which calculates the estimated correlation of a set of items and 
true scores. A low Cronbach’s alpha coefficient indicates that variables may be so 
heterogeneous that they perform poorly in representing the measure (i.e. the construct). 
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Dependent upon the number of items in the scale, Cronbach’s Alpha above .70 is 
considered an acceptable indicator of internal consistency and the values of .60 to .70 
are at the lower limit of acceptability, as suggested in the literature (Hair et al., 2006; 
Pallant, 2005). In this study, Table 6.1 presents the Cronbach’s alpha for five scales: 
self-reported communicative competence (12 items) motivation constructs such as 
attitude (17 items), motivation intensity (13 items), and integrativeness (6 items), and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation (13 items). However, Cronbach’s alpha is not 
a statistical test; it is a coefficient of reliability (or consistency) (Hair et al., 2006). 
Therefore, it has been suggested that analyses of the item-total correlations for the items 
should be considered (Pallant, 2005). In this study, the values of the alpha coefficient of 
all the construct scales ranged from (.79 to .91) suggesting good internal consistency 
and reliability for the scales with this sample. Therefore, the measurement scales appear 
to be composed of a set of consistent variables for capturing the meaning of the model 
constructs. 
Table 6.1 Cronbach’s Alphas of Measurement Scales for Each Construct 
Constructs 
Measurement Scale Number of Variables Cronbach’s Alpha 
Communicative 
Competence 12 .91 
Attitude 17 .84 
Motivational intensity 13 .81 
Integrativeness 6 .79 
Teaching Strategies 
Supporting 
Motivation 
13 .83 
6.1.2 Item-total correlations 
Item-total correlation refers to the correlation of a variable, with the composite score of 
all variables forming the measure of the construct (Lu, Lai & Cheng, 2007). If all 
variables share a common core of the same construct, the score of each variable, and 
that of the entire construct, should be highly correlated (Koufteros, 1999). Churchill 
(1979) recommends that this analysis should be performed to eliminate unnecessary 
items prior to determining the factors that represent the construct. This approach helps 
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to prevent the unnecessary production of many more factors than can be conceptually 
defined. 
In SPSS, the value of the item-total correlation is corrected. The corrected item-total 
correlation excludes the score of a variable of interest when calculating the composite 
score (Koufteros, 1999). A value of the corrected item-total correlation of less than .30 
indicates that the variable is measuring something different from the construct as a 
whole (Pallant, 2005). In this study, the results of item-total correlations presented in 
Tables 6.2-6.6 show that all of the variables within each construct measure the actual 
construct, as their corrected item-total correlations were greater than .30 except for three 
items, I2, L3 and M3 (.04-.23) thus indicating the potential for elimination. As the 
results suggested that deleting these items would significantly improve the alpha 
coefficient, the three variables I2, M3 and L3 were deleted and were not retained for 
subsequent analysis. 
All of the variables within self-reported communicative competence measure the actual 
construct, as their corrected item-total correlations ranged between (.42- .75) which is 
greater than .30. 
Table 6.2 Item-total Correlations of Self-reported Communicative Competence 
Variables: Description Corrected Item-Total Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
A1: When I speak English, I feel that my English grammar is good. .70 .90 
A2: When I speak English, I know how English words are formed. .72 .90 
A3: When I speak English, I can put words together to form a phrase or a 
sentence correctly. .75 .90 
B1: When I speak English, I can use appropriate words and phrases in 
different social situations. .75 .90 
B2: When I speak English, I can give a command, complain and invitation 
according to the situation. .71 .90 
B3: During a conversation I know when and how to be polite and formal. .66 .90 
C1: When I speak English, I understand and can use many words. .55 .91 
C2: I understand the relationships among the different meanings in a 
conversation, such as literal meanings, purposes of communication and 
attitudes. 
.70 .90 
C3: When I speak English, I know how to link words correctly. .76 .90 
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D1: In a conversation when I forget a word in English I tend to use 
different words. .67 .90 
D2: In a conversation when I forget a word in English I tend to translate it 
to Arabic. 049 .91 
D3: In a conversation when I forget a word in English I tend to use 
gestures. .42 .91 
 
All of the variables within attitudes toward the learning situation measure the actual 
construct, as their corrected item-total correlations ranged between (.34- .54) which is 
greater than .30. 
Table 6.3 Item-total Correlations of Attitude 
Variables: Description Corrected Item-Total Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
E1: In my English class the teacher approaches individual students 
with good humour and encouraging remarks. .37 .83 
E2: The English teacher makes sure students are on the right track 
as they work on speaking tasks. .45 .82 
E3: The English teacher gives everyone a turn to speak so that 
he/she can check students’ understanding. .52 .82 
E4: The English teacher shows interest in students’ personal lives. .41 .83 
E5: The English teacher adopts a friendly, non-authoritarian 
manner. .41 .83 
E6: The English teacher presents materials in an interesting way. .52 .82 
F1: The teacher links concepts back to students’ experiences. .52 .82 
F2: The teacher chooses topics that he/she thinks are relevant to 
students’ lives. .45 .82 
F3: The teacher encourages students to play speaking games in 
class. .05 .82 
F4: The teacher does not always follow the students’ textbook. .36 .83 
F5: The teacher supplements the students’ textbook with authentic 
materials. .47 .82 
F6: The teacher allows students to choose topics for conversation. .48 .82 
F7: The English curriculum focuses on English-speaking skills. .50 .82 
G1: I do not get anxious when I have to answer a question in my 
English class. .40 .83 
G2: It does not worry me that other students in my class seem to 
speak English better than I do. .35 .83 
G3: I am never anxious that the other students in class will laugh at 
me when I speak English. .39 .83 
G4: I never feel hesitant to ask questions in front of the class. .34 .83 
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All of the variables within motivational intensity measure the actual construct, as their 
corrected item-total correlations ranged between (.36- .55) which is greater than .30. 
However, the only variable that was below .30 is I2 (.22) was deleted and was not 
retained for subsequent analysis. 
Table 6.4 Item-total Correlations of Motivation Intensity 
Variables: Description Corrected Item-Total Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
H1: When I have a problem understanding something in my English 
class, I always ask my teacher for help. .55 .79 
H2: When I am studying English in class, I ignore distractions and 
pay attention to my task. .44 .80 
H3: I make a point of trying to understand all the English I see and 
hear. .53 .79 
H4: I keep up to date with English by working on it almost every day. .52 .79 
H5: I want to learn English so well that it will become natural to me. .49 .80 
I1: I enjoy the activities of my English class much more than those of 
my other classes. .49 .79 
I2: It is more important for me to be able to speak English than to 
write it. .23* .82* 
I3: Speaking English is important because I will need it for my career. .46 .80 
I4: I want to be fluent in English. .49 .80 
J1: The English textbook I use now is interesting. .42 .80 
J2: I like the way I learn English now. .53 .79 
J3: Students are completely aware of the value of speaking English. .37 .80 
J4: Studying English is important because it will make me more 
educated. .44 .80 
*Was deleted for the subsequent analysis 
 
All of the variables within integrativeness measure the actual construct, as their 
corrected item-total correlations ranged between (.61- .74) which is greater than .30. 
However, the only variable that was below 0.30 is L3 (.04), which was deleted and was 
not retained for subsequent analysis.  
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Table 6.5 Item-total Correlations of Integrativeness 
Variables: Description Corrected Item-Total Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
K1: Studying English is important to me because it will allow me to be 
more at ease with native speakers of English. .75 .71 
K2: Studying English is important because I will be able to interact 
more easily with native speakers of English. .72 .71 
K3: Studying English is important to me because I will be able to 
participate more freely in the cultural activities of native speakers of 
English. 
.67 .72 
L1: I would like to know more native speakers of English. .61 .73 
L2: The more I get to know native speakers of English, the more I 
want to be fluent in their language. .71 .71 
L3: I think native speakers of English are kind and warm-hearted. .04* .89* 
*Was deleted for the subsequent analysis 
 
All of the variables within teaching strategies supporting motivation measure the actual 
construct, as their corrected item-total correlations ranged between (.34- .58) which is 
greater than .30. However, the only variable that was below .30 is M3 (.18) was deleted 
and was not retained for subsequent analysis. 
Table 6.6 Item-total Correlations of Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation 
Variables: Description Corrected Item-Total Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
M1: The teacher provides positive feedback. .41 .82 
M2: The teacher allows students to give feedback to each other. .46 .82 
M3: It is better to receive feedback from my classmates and 
teacher. .18* 0.84* 
M4: Feedback helps me develop my speaking competence. .48 .82 
M5: I always notice the feedback in a conversation. .34 .83 
N1: The teacher gives opportunities for collaborative work. .57 .81 
N2: The teacher gives opportunities for negotiation among peers in 
groups. .58 .81 
N3: I most enjoy speaking English during small group work. .49 .82 
N4: Working in small groups helps me improve my speaking skills. .58 .81 
N5: Working in small groups increases my self-confidence. .50 .82 
O1: The teacher gives students enough time in class to practise their 
speaking skills. .52 .81 
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O2: The teacher addresses questions to the whole class rather than to 
selected individuals. .47 .82 
O3: The teacher surprises students with new speaking activities in order 
to maintain their interest. .52 .81 
O4: The teacher tests students speaking skills throughout the year. .55 .81 
*Was deleted for the subsequent analysis 
6.2 Confirmatory factor analysis 
Reliability is a necessary but not a sufficient condition of validity of the measurement 
scales (Thompson, 2004). It is important to confirm whether the collected data are 
appropriate (fit) for the hypothesized model (proposed measurement) before conducting 
statistical analysis techniques such as multiple regression analysis and correlation 
matrix analysis. The assessment of construct validity is a critical element in 
measurement theory (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Hair et al., 2006). Construct validity 
is “the extent to which the constructs or a set of measured items actually reflects the 
theoretical latent construct those items are designed to measure” (Hair et al., 2006. p. 
776). To assess ‘construct validity’ adequately, a contemporary analytical method, 
namely the CFA, which is a subset of the SEM technique, was employed. CFA in 
general is a way of testing how well the a priori factor structure and its respective 
pattern of loadings match the actual data (Hair et al., 2006). CFA can also be used to 
refine an existing theoretical perspective, support an existing structure and test a known 
dimensional structure in an additional population (DiStefano & Hess, 2005). This 
process involved assessing how well the factor structure of each construct fitted the data 
and examining the model parameters to assess construct validity. These factors were 
treated as a CFA model so that they could portray a set of relationships showing how 
the measured variables represented a latent factor (Hair et al., 2006).  
6.3 Assessment of model fit and estimation methods 
The most important feature of CFA is its ability to determine how well the specified 
factor model represents the data, which can be done by examining the model fit indices. 
If the fit indices prove to be good, the model is invariably accepted. Rather than being 
rejected, a model with unsatisfactory fit indices is re-specified to improve the model fit. 
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Fit indices are also commonly classified as either absolute or incremental, as described 
below: 
1. Absolute fit indices are a direct measure of how well the specified model 
reproduces the observed data (Hair et al., 2006). Absolute fit indices provide the 
most basic assessment of how well the theory fits the sample data (Shah & 
Goldstein, 2006). The most fundamental absolute fit index is a Chi-square (χ²) 
statistic, which generally includes the value of χ², degrees of freedom (df) and 
significance level (p-value). By convention, a non-significant χ² indicates that 
the model fits the data, thus the model is accepted. On the other hand, a 
significant χ² (p < .05) suggests that the model does not fit the data and should 
be rejected. However, absolute indices may be adversely affected by sample size 
(Kline, 2005). As a result, numerous alternative indices have been developed to 
quantify the degree of model fit (Shah and Goldstein, (2006), including 
goodness-of-fit index (GFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
and the root mean square residual (RMR). 
2. Incremental fit indices are concerned with the degree to which the model of 
interest is superior to the following alternative baseline models (Hair et al., 
2006). The most common baseline model is referred to as a null model, which 
assumes all observed variables are uncorrelated. Some of the most popular 
incremental fit indices are: comparative-fit-index (CFI), and incremental-fit-
index (IFI). 
3. Estimation Method requires accurately calculating the model parameters and fit 
indices, and an appropriate estimation method. There are a variety of estimation 
methods available, including maximum likelihood (ML), generalized least 
square (GLS), weighted least square (WLS), asymptotically distribution free 
(ADF) and ordinary least square (OLS). The choice of the estimation method 
generally depends upon the distributional property of the data, model 
complexity and sample size (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). Each estimation method 
has computational advantages and disadvantages. ML assumes data are 
univariate and multivariate normal, but it is relatively unbiased under moderate 
violations of normality (Bollen, 1989). WLS and ADF do not require an 
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assumption of normal distribution, but they demand a very large sample size for 
accurate estimates. OLS is considered the most robust method and requires no 
distributional assumption, but it is scale invariant and does not provide fit 
indices or standard errors for estimates (Shah & Goldstein, 2006).  
As discussed in the section on data screening in Chapter Five, none of the observed 
variables had a Z score < -3.29 or > 3.29 at p < 0.01 to indices of skewness (Hair et al., 
2006). However, since this study sample is 279, which is relatively good for CFA, ML 
was considered as the most appropriate method. Although ML requires data distribution 
to be multivariate normal, it has still been found to be robust under the condition of 
moderate non-normality. In addition, these data characteristics also justified the use of 
the following model fit indices: χ²/df, GFI, CFI, IFI, and RMSEA. According to Shah 
and Goldstein (2006), these fit indices were not found to be substantially biased under 
the condition of non-normality when using the ML estimation method. For the model to 
be considered as having an acceptable fit, all five indices were measured against the 
following criteria: 
• χ²/df < 3.0 (Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 2005); 
• GFI, CFI and IFI > .90 and (Hair et al., 2006);  
• RMSEA < .08 (Hair et al., 2006).  
6.3.1 Assessment of construct validity  
Assessing construct validity using the CFA involved an examination of convergent 
validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity refers to the extent to which the 
measured variables of a specific construct share a high proportion of variance in 
common; discriminant validity refers to the extent to which a construct is truly distinct 
from other constructs (Hair et al., 2006). The assessment of convergent validity focuses 
on the magnitude of the standardized factor loadings and their significance level. The 
larger the factor loadings with the corresponding significant critical value, the stronger 
the evidence that the measured variables represent the underlying constructs (Bollen, 
1989). Koufteros (1999) argues that only significant t-values or critical value should 
suffice to demonstrate convergent validity. However, discriminant validity provides 
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evidence that a construct is unique and captures some phenomena other measures do not 
(Kline, 2005).  According to Kline (2005), discriminant validity can be assessed by an 
inspection of the correlation coefficient between each pair of variables. If the value of 
the correlation coefficient is very high (i.e. greater than .85), then the variables of 
interest might represent the same concept and should be combined as a single variable 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
6.3.2 Confirmatory factor analysis results 
The CFA was performed on each construct using AMOS (version 20.0), which is an 
extension program to SPSS. The results of each construct are presented in Tables 6.7 to 
6.12. The value of the correlation between the factors provided an indication of the 
discriminant validity. All the factor loadings were significant at p < .01 level, 
suggesting convergent validity. All the correlation coefficients between each pair of 
factors, ranging from .26 to .83, were less than .85, thus supporting the discriminant 
validity of the construct according to Tables 6.7-6.12.  
6.3.2.1 Communicative competence 
The CFA results of the communicative competence factors are presented in Table 6.7. 
The model (Figure 6.1) appears to have an adequate fit: χ² = 122.9; df = 48; χ²/df = 
2.56; GFI = 0.93; CFI = .96; IFI = .96; and RMSEA = .07. All the factor loadings, 
ranging from .62 to .89 were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting convergent validity. 
All the correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from .53 to .83, 
were less than .85, thus supporting the discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 
2005). 
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Figure: 6.1. CFA Model for Communicative Competence 
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Table 6.7 CFA Results of Communicative Competence 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
A1: When I speak English, I feel that my English 
grammar is good. .81 f. p. 
CC1-CC2: .81 
 
 
CC1-CC3: .83 
 
 
CC1-CC4: .53 
 
 
CC2-CC3: 
.82 
 
CC2-CC4: 
.62 
 
CC3-CC4: .66 
A2: When I speak English, I know how English 
words are formed. .89 17.35 
A3: When I speak English, I can put words together 
to form a phrase or a sentence correctly. .86 16.68 
B1: When I speak English, I can use appropriate 
words and phrases in different social situations. .86 f. p. 
B2: When I speak English, I can give a command, 
complain and invitation according to the situation. .83 16.16 
B3: During a conversation I know when and how to 
be polite and formal. .76 14.28 
C1: When I speak English, I understand and can use 
many words. .63 f. p. 
C2: I understand the relationships among the 
different meanings in a conversation, such as literal 
meanings, purposes of communication and 
attitudes. 
.80 10.63 
C3: When I speak English, I know how to link 
words correctly. .84 11.01 
D1: In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to use different words. .88 f.p. 
D2: In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to translate it to Arabic. .75 12.22 
D3: In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to use gestures. .62 10.25 
Model fit indices: χ²= 122.9, df = 48, χ²/df = 2.56, GFI = .93, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .07, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level), CC1: 
Grammatical Competence, CC2: Discourse Competence, CC3: Sociolinguistic Competence, CC4: 
Strategic Competence. 
 
6.3.2.2 Attitudes toward the learning situation 
The CFA results of attitudes towards the learning situation factors are presented in 
Table 6.8. The model (Figure 6.2) appears to have an adequate fit: χ² = 222.2; df = 116; 
χ²/df = 1.91; GFI = .91; CFI = .92; IFI = .92; and RMSEA = .05. All the factor loadings, 
ranging from .43 to 0.81, were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting convergent 
validity. The correlation coefficients between factors are .77, which is less than .85, thus 
supporting the discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 2005). 
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Figure: 6.2. CFA Model for Attitudes toward the learning situation 
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Table 6.8 CFA Results of Attitudes toward the learning situation 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
E1: In my English class the teacher approaches 
individual students with good humor and 
encouraging remarks. 
.59 f. p. 
Teacher-Course: 
.77 
 
E2: The English teacher makes sure students are on 
the right track as they work on speaking tasks. .71 8.60 
E3: The English teacher gives everyone a turn to 
speak so that he/she can check students’ 
understanding. 
.65 8.10 
E4: The English teacher shows interest in students’ 
personal lives. .48 6.44 
E5: The English teacher adopts a friendly, non-
authoritarian manner. .58 7.50 
E6: The English teacher presents materials in an 
interesting way. .63 7.96 
F1: The teacher links concepts back to students’ 
experiences. .67 f. p. 
F2: The teacher chooses topics that he/she thinks 
are relevant to students’ lives. .60 8.35 
F3: The teacher encourages students to play 
speaking games in class. .63 8.77 
F4: The teacher does not always follow the 
students’ textbook. .43 6.29 
F5: The teacher supplements the students’ textbook 
with authentic materials. .54 7.69 
F6: The teacher allows students to choose topics 
for conversation. .57 8.00 
F7: The English curriculum focuses on English-
speaking skills. .59 8.26 
G1: I do not get anxious when I have to answer a 
question in my English class. .70 f. p. 
G2: It does not worry me that other students in my 
class seem to speak English better than I do. .67 9.55 
G3: I am never anxious that the other students in 
class will laugh at me when I speak English. .81 10.85 
G4: I never feel hesitant to ask questions in front of 
the class. .71 10.00 
Model fit indices: χ²= 222.2, df = 116, χ²/df = 1.915, GFI = .91, CFI = 0.92, IFI = .92, RMSEA = .05, 
f.p., fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
 
6.3.2.3 Motivational intensity 
The CFA results of the motivation intensity factors are presented in Table 6.9. The 
model (Figure 6.3) appears not to have an adequate fit: χ² = 227.4; df = 51; χ²/df = 4.44; 
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GFI = .85; CFI = .80; IFI = .80; and RMSEA = .11. All the factor loadings, ranging 
from .40 to .72, were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting convergent validity. All the 
correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from .65 to .76, were less 
than .85, thus supporting the discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 2005). 
 
Figure: 6.3 CFA Model for Motivation Intensity 
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Table 6.9 CFA Results of Motivation Intensity 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
H1: When I have a problem understanding 
something in my English class, I always ask my 
teacher for help. 
.65 f. p. 
Effort-Desire: .76 
 
 
 
 
 
Effort-Positive 
Affect: .68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Desire-Positive 
Affect: .65 
 
H2: When I am studying English in class, I ignore 
distractions and pay attention to my task. .53 7.64 
H3: I make a point of trying to understand all the 
English I see and hear. .65 8.59 
H4: I keep up to date with English by working on 
it almost every day. .67 8.97 
H5: I want to learn English so well that it will 
become natural to me. .62 7.77 
I1: I enjoy the activities of my English class much 
more than those of my other classes. .40 f. p. 
I3: Speaking English is important because I will 
need it for my career. .65 5.85 
I4: I want to be fluent in English. .72 6.41 
J1: The English textbook I use now is interesting. .56 f. p. 
J2: I like the way I learn English now. .72 6.36 
J3: Students are completely aware of the value of 
speaking English. .45 4.62 
J4: Studying English is important because it will 
make me more educated. .48 5.11  
Model fit indices: χ²= 227.4, df = 51, χ²/df = 4.4, GFI = .85, CFI = .80, IFI = .80, RMSEA = .11,  f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.011 level). 
These results indicated a poor fit as presented in Table 6.9. When compared to a critical 
value of .90, the GFI, CFI, and IFI all indicated the model was not a good fit for the 
data. The RMSEA, when compared to a critical value of < = .08, also confirmed the 
poor fit. Model re-specification is necessary in order to improve the model fit.  
The examination of the modification indices suggested that there was a relationship 
between desire 3 (speaking English is more important because of career) and desire 4 
(being fluent in English). Dörnyei (2005) has pointed out that items in the AMTB are 
overlapping, as well as measurement of behaviours which are actually the consequence 
of motivation. This he believes “explain the high intercorrelations between these scales” 
(p. 71). Both statements contain principles focused upon desire, and thus a relationship 
between the two statements was theoretically supported. Furthermore, the examination 
of the modification indices suggested that there was a relationship between positive 
affect 1 (The English textbook I use now is interesting) and positive affects 2 (I like the 
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way I learn English now). Both statements contain principles focused upon positive 
affect, and thus a relationship between the two statements was theoretically supported. 
Finally, the examination of the modification indices suggested that there was a 
relationship between Effort 5 (I want to learn English so well that it will become natural 
to me) and desire 4 (I want to be fluent in English). It has been believed that students 
who spend more effort learning the language have greater desires to learn English 
(Gardner, 2007).  Subsequently, the model (Figure 6.4) appears to have an adequate fit: 
χ² = 120.3; df = 48; χ²/df = 2.50; GFI = .93; CFI = .92; IFI = .92; and RMSEA = .07. 
Figure: 6.4 CFA Model for the Re-examined Motivation Intensity 
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6.3.2.4 Integrativeness 
The CFA results of the integrativeness factors are presented in Table 6.10. The model 
(Figure 6.5) appears not to have an adequate fit: χ² = 62.45; df = 5; χ²/df = 12.49; GFI = 
.92; CFI = .94; IFI = 0.94; and RMSEA = .20. All the factor loadings, ranging from .61 
to .91, were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting convergent validity.  
 
Figure: 6.5 CFA Model for Integrativeness 
 
Table 6.10 CFA Results of Integrativeness 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** 
K1: Studying English is important to me because it will allow me 
to be more at ease with native speakers of English. .91 f. p. 
K2: Studying English is important because I will be able to interact 
more easily with native speakers of English. .90 22.05 
K3: Studying English is important to me because I will be able to 
participate more freely in the cultural activities of native speakers 
of English. 
.79 17.36 
L1: I would like to know more native speakers of English. .61 11.50. 
L2: The more I get to know native speakers of English, the more I 
want to be fluent in their language. .74 15.44 
Model fit indices: χ²= 62.45, df = 5, χ²/df = 12.49, GFI = .92, CFI = .94, IFI = .94, RMSEA =. 2, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
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These results indicated a poor fit as presented in Table 6.10. However, when compared 
to a critical value of .90, the GFI, CFI, and IFI all indicated the model was a good fit for 
the data (GFI = .92, CFI = .94, IFI = .94). On the other hand, the RMSEA, when 
compared to a critical value of < = .08, indicated a poor fit. Additionally, Chi-square 
goodness of fit statistics indicated the model illustrated in Figure 6.5 was a poor fit for 
the data (χ²= 62.45, df = 5, χ²/df = 12.49). As a result, model re-specification is 
necessary in order to improve the model fitness.  
Examination of the modification indices suggested that there was a relationship between 
(Studying English is important because I will be able to interact more easily with native 
speakers of English) and (Studying English is important to me because I will be able to 
participate more freely in the cultural activities of native speakers of English). 
Additionally, the examination of the model fit indices suggested that there was a 
relationship between (Studying English is important to me because I will be able to 
participate more freely in the cultural activities of native speakers of English) and (I 
would like to know more native speakers of English). Finally, the examination of the 
modification indices suggested that there was a relationship between (I would like to 
know more native speakers of English) and (The more I get to know native speakers of 
English, the more I want to be fluent in their language). As mentioned earlier, according 
to Dörnyei (2005) items in the AMTB are overlapping and therefore high correlations 
appear between them.  Subsequently, the model (Figure 6.6) appears to have almost 
perfect fit: χ² = .1; df = 2; χ²/df = 0.05; GFI = 1; CFI =1; IFI = 1; and RMSEA = .00. 
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Figure: 6.6 CFA Model for Re-examined Integrativeness 
 
 
6.3.2.5 Total motivation 
The CFA results of the motivation factors are presented in Table 6.11. The model 
(Figure 6.7) appears almost to have an adequate fit: χ² = 66.54; df = 31; χ²/df = 2.21; 
GFI = .95; CFI = .97; IFI = .97; and RMSEA = .06. All the factor loadings, ranging 
from .58 to .93, were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting convergent validity. All the 
correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from .26 to .72, were less 
than .85, thus supporting the discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 2005). 
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Figure: 6.7 CFA Model for Motivation 
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Table 6.11 CFA Results of Motivation 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
Attitude: Teacher .66 f. p. 
Attitude-
Motivation 
Intensity: .72 
 
Attitude-
Integrativeness: 
.26 
 
Motivation 
Intensity- 
Integrativeness: 
.57 
 
Attitude: Course .80 7.66 
Motivation Intensity: Effort .72 f. p. 
Motivation Intensity: Desire .65 9.25 
Motivation Intensity: Positive Affect .71 9.85 
Integrativeness: K1 .88 f. p. 
Integrativeness: K2 .93 20.01 
Integrativeness: K3 .75 17.61 
Integrativeness: L1 .58 10.53 
Integrativeness: L2 .74 14.71 
Model fit indices: χ²= 66.54, df = 30, χ²/df = 2.21, GFI = .95, CFI = 0.97, IFI = .97, RMSEA = .06, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
 
6.3.2.6 Teaching strategies supporting motivation 
The CFA results of the strategies that support motivation factors are presented in Table 
6.12. The model (Figure 6.8) appears not to have an adequate fit: χ² = 260.72; df = 62; 
χ²/df = 4.20; GFI = .86; CFI = .82; IFI = .82; and RMSEA = .10. All the factor 
loadings, ranging from .44 to .84, were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting 
convergent validity. The correlation coefficients between factors are .71, which is less 
than .85, thus supporting the discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 2005). 
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Figure: 6.8 CFA Model for Strategies Supporting Motivation 
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Table 6.12 CFA Results of Strategies That Support Motivation 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
M1: The teacher provides positive feedback. .50 f. p. 
Teacher 
Communication 
Style-Language 
Class Activities: 
.71 
M2: The teacher allows students to give feedback 
to each other. .55 5.87 
M4: Feedback helps me develop my speaking 
competence. .54 5.85 
M5: I always notice the feedback in a 
conversation. .44 5.12 
N1: The teacher gives opportunities for 
collaborative work. .49 f. p. 
N2: The teacher gives opportunities for 
negotiation among peers in groups. .52 6.35 
N3: I most enjoy speaking English during small 
group work. .75 7.66 
N4: Working in small groups helps me improve 
my speaking skills. .84 7.96 
N5: Working in small groups increases my self-
confidence. .71 7.51 
O1: The teacher gives students enough time in 
class to practise their speaking skills. .64 f. p. 
O2: The teacher addresses questions to the whole 
class rather than to selected individuals. .49 6.78 
O3: The teacher surprises students with new 
speaking activities in order to maintain their 
interest. 
.75 9.19  
O4: The teacher tests students speaking skills 
throughout the year. .75 9.20  
Model fit indices: χ²= 260.72, df = 62, χ²/df = 4.20, GFI = .86, CFI = .82, IFI = .82, RMSEA = .10, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
 
These results indicated a poor fit as presented in Table 6.12. When compared to a 
critical value of .90, the GFI, CFI, and IFI all indicated the model was not a good fit for 
the data. The RMSEA, when compared to a critical value of < = .08, also confirmed the 
poor fit. Model re-specification is necessary in order to improve the model fitness. 
Examination of the modification indices suggested several examinations were needed in 
order to improve the model fitness. For example, examination of the modification 
indices also suggested that there was a relationship between and Teacher 
Communication Style Feedback 4 (Feedback helps me develop my speaking 
competence) and Teacher Communication Style Feedback 5 (I always notice the 
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feedback in a conversation). All of these statements contain principles focused upon 
Teacher Communication Style Feedback. According to Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) the 
strategy items are grouped into clusters based on their content similarities. Thus, stating 
that items within each construct are similar predict that the correlations will be high 
between these items. Other constructs were also examined in order to improve the 
model fitness. For example, the examination of the modification indices also suggested 
that there was a relationship between and Teacher Communication Style Group Work 1 
and (The teacher gives opportunities for collaborative work) Teacher Communication 
Style Group 2 (The teacher gives opportunities for negotiation among peers in groups). 
Examination of the modification indices also suggested that there was a relationship 
between and Teacher Communication Style Group Work 1(The teacher gives 
opportunities for collaborative work) and Teacher Communication Style Group Work 5 
(Working in small groups increases my self-confidence).  All of these statements 
contain principles focused upon Teacher Communication Style, and thus a relationship 
between the two statements was theoretically supported.  Thus, stating that items within 
each construct are similar predict that the correlations will be high between these items 
(Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007).  Subsequently, the model (Figure 6.9) appears to have an 
adequate fit: χ² = 161.80; df = 59; χ²/df = 2.74; GFI = .92; CFI = .91; IFI = .91; and 
RMSEA = .07. 
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Figure: 6.9 CFA Model for Re-examined Strategies That Support Motivation 
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6.4 Structural equation modelling overview 
SEM is considered an extension of multivariate techniques such as regression analysis 
which allows the use of multiple indicators to measure unobserved variables (i.e. 
constructs), whilst taking into account measurement errors when statistically analysing 
data (Hair et al., 2006). Generally speaking, SEM is employed primarily to determine 
whether a theoretical (a priori) model is valid, by specifying, estimating and evaluating 
the linear relationships among a set of observed and unobserved variables (Shah & 
Goldstein, 2006). Any linear relationships imply causal links, whose estimated path 
coefficients can be used as the basis for hypothesis testing (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). 
The model used in the SEM analysis can be viewed as the combination of a 
measurement model and a structural model (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). The 
measurement model depicts the relationships between the variables and the constructs, 
which can be used to determine whether the constructs are accurately measured. The 
structural model represents the relationship between the constructs only, and is used to 
test the hypothesized relationships (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). In general, the SEM 
analysis follows a ‘two-step approach’: (1) specifying and assessing the entire 
‘measurement model’ to establish validity; and then (2) testing the ‘structural model’ to 
examine and assess the relationships between the constructs (Gerbing & Anderson, 
1988). Both steps required an assessment of the model fit indices and parameter 
estimates, Fit indices are also commonly classified as either absolute or incremental, as 
described in the CFA section. 
6.5 Measurement model 
6.5.1 Measurement model assessment criteria 
The measurement model (a CFA model) depicts a series of relationships that suggest 
how measured variables represent a construct that is not measured directly (Hair et al., 
2006). The measurement model will be assessed using CFA technique conducted 
similarly to that performed in the previous section. The assessment of the model fit, the 
convergent and discriminant validity, were based on the following criteria: 
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• Model fit indices: χ²/df < 3.0; GFI, CFI, and IFI > .90; and RMSEA < .08 (Hair 
et al., 2006; Kline, 2005);•  
• Convergent validity: factor loadings > .50 and t-values > 1.96 (significant at p < 
.05 level) (Hair et al., 2006); 
• Discriminant validity: correlation coefficients for each pair of constructs less 
than .85 (Kline, 2005). 
6.5.2 Measurement model results 
The CFA result of the measurement model is presented in Table 6.13. The model 
(Figure 6.10) appears t to have an adequate fit: χ² = 200; df = 58; χ²/df = 3.44; GFI = 
.90; CFI = .93; IFI =. 93; and RMSEA = .079. However, even though χ²/df was above 3, 
it was considered acceptable since χ²/df changes significantly with the sample size. 
Also, other modification indices were also considered acceptable such as GFI, CFI, IFI, 
and RMSEA. Furthermore, standardizes RMR was equal to RMR = 0.02 which is below 
.05. For these reason, the model was considered to have an acceptable level of fitness. 
All the factor loadings, ranging from .57 to .84, were significant at p < .01 level, 
suggesting convergent validity. The correlation coefficient between communicative 
competence and motivation was .70, between communicative competence and strategies 
supporting motivation was .45. This suggested there was discriminant validity of the 
constructs. However, the correlation coefficient between motivation and strategies that 
support motivation was .97.  Although the high correlation between the motivation and 
strategies that support motivation constructs (.97) indicated their ability to represent the 
same concept, combining them was not justified because the indicators of the two 
constructs appeared to measure different concepts and representing these two constructs 
as a single entity did not improve the model fit indices. For these reasons, it was 
decided to maintain the factor structures of the two constructs in the final measurement 
model (Figure 6.10). 
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Figure: 6.10 Measurement Model 
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Table 6.13 Measurement Model Results 
Factor/Variable Factor Loading CR**** Correlations 
CCI: Grammatical Competence .83 f. p. 
Communicative 
Competence-
Motivation: .70 
 
Communicative 
Competence –Strategies 
Supporting Motivation: 
.45 
 
Motivation –Strategies 
Supporting Motivation: 
.97 
CC2: Discourse Competence .82 15.33 
CC3: Sociolinguistic Competence .84 15.71 
CC4: Strategic Competence .57 9.42 
Motivation: Attitude .68 f. p. 
Motivation: Motivational Intensity .73 10.72 
Motivation: Integrativeness .57 8.07 
Strategies Supporting Motivation: Teacher 
Communication Style k .82 f. p. 
Strategies Supporting Motivation: 
Language Class activities .67 10.41 
Model fit indices: χ²= 200, df = 58, χ²/df = 3.44, GFI = .90, CFI = .93, IFI = .93, RMSEA = .079, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, ****: CR: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.011 level). 
 
6.6 Structural model assessment 
Once the validity of the measurement model was established, the structural model was 
assessed, primarily to examine the relationships between its constructs. The structural 
model was specified by replacing all double-headed arrows, representing the 
correlations between the constructs, by single-headed (causal) arrows (Hair et al., 
2006). These causal arrows signified the hypothesized relationships between the 
constructs, as presented in the priori model. The hypotheses that need to be tested using 
the structural model are the following: 
1. There is a positive and significant relationship between motivation and self-
reported communicative competence.  
2. There is a positive and significant relationship between teaching strategies 
supporting motivation and self-reported communicative competence. 
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3. There is a positive relationship between teaching strategies supporting 
motivation and motivation. 
Overall, the model specified motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
as an exogenous (independent) construct, whereas self-reported communicative 
competence was specified as an endogenous (dependent) construct. The structural 
model assessment procedure included an examination of model fit indices and the 
standardized path coefficients, to provide a basis upon which to accept or reject the 
hypothesized relationships (Hair et al., 2006). For the hypothesized relationships to be 
supported, the standardized path coefficients needed to be significant at the p < .05 level 
and greater than .30 to be considered meaningful (Byrne, 2001).  
The results of the structural model assessment are presented in Table 6.14 and Figure 
6.11.  
Figure: 6.11. Structural model with standardized path coefficients 
 
Table 6.14 Structure Model Results 
Path 
(Hypothesis) 
Standardize Path 
Coefficient t-value Hypothesis Testing Result 
H4 .64 7.98 Supported 
H5 -.07 -1.43 Not Supported 
H6 .71 16.69 Supported 
Model fit indices: χ²= 2.15, df = 1, χ²/df =2.15, GFI = .99, CFI = 0.99, IFI = .99, RMSEA = .06.  t-value (t 
> 1.96: significant at 0.01 levels). 
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Overall, the model exhibited a good level of fitness (χ²= 2.15, df = 1, χ²/df =2.15, GFI = 
.99, CFI = .99, IFI = .99, RMSEA = .06). According to the results, two of three 
coefficients were statistically significant and were considered meaningful (ranging from 
.64 and .71). Motivation constructs were found to have a very strong and positive 
influence on the self-reported communicative competence constructs (.64, p < .001), 
thus supporting H4. However, teaching strategies supporting motivation did not have a 
positive nor a significant influence on self-reported communicative competence (-.07, p 
< .001) thus did not support H5. Finally, teaching strategies supporting motivation had a 
positive and significant influence on motivation constructs (.71 p < .001), thus 
providing support for H6. These results suggested that the developed model was 
supported by the data, according to three hypothesized relationships. However, the 
model will be refined to remove the negative weighted paths. It should be noted that 
teaching strategies supporting motivation constructs have explained 50 % of the 
motivation constructs (R2= .50) and teaching strategies supporting motivation and 
motivation constructs have explained 35 % of the self-reported communicative 
competence constructs (R2= .35). 
Model refinement 
The next step is to analyse the procedure to obtain the final model that best explains the 
data. This procedure, known as a ‘hierarchical analysis’ (Garson, 2006), involves a 
nested model, a subset of an original structural model, having a particular link being 
added (model building) or removed (model trimming). In this study, one trimmed model 
namely ‘Model B’ was developed. In Model B, the path between teaching strategies 
supporting motivation and communicative competence was removed. The Chi-square 
(χ²/df) values of these models were compared with those of the original structural 
model, labelled ‘Model A’. The assessment results for such a model are shown in 
Figure 6.12. Theoretically, if the Chi-square difference between the two models is 
significant, the model exhibiting the better-fit indices becomes the preferred model. 
However, if the Chi-square difference is not significant, the two models are said to have 
a comparable fit (i.e. both models explain the data equally well). According to the 
results, the refined model B is the preferred model since chi-squared differences did 
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exist which suggests that all of the two models parameters are different (χ²= 4.21, df = 
2, χ²/df =2.10, GFI = .99, CFI = .99, IFI = .99, RMSEA = .06). Furthermore, focusing 
on the model’s standardized path coefficient results (Table 6.15 and Figure 6.12), 
Model B has shown the relationship between motivation and self-reported 
communicative competence was stronger after removing the causal path between 
teaching strategies supporting motivation and self-reported communicative competence 
(t-value = 11.32 instead of t-value = 7.98 in the original model (Model A). Additionally, 
the average variance R2 value increases for model B compared to Model A, accounting 
for 39% of the variance (R2 = .39) instead of 35% in Model A. Therefore, there is a 
strong justification to remove the link between teaching strategies supporting 
motivation and self-reported communicative competence, as it did not account for an 
explained percentage of the self-reported communicative competence constructs. As a 
result, Model B has better explained the relationship between variables than Model A. 
Consequently, the refined model was chosen as the final model that best represented the 
survey data.  
Figure: 6.12 Assessment Results of the Refined Model (Model B) 
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Table 6.15 Standardized Path Coefficients between the Two Models 
 Model A (original) Model B 
Path (Hypothesis) Standardized path coefficient t-value R2 
Standardized 
path coefficient t-value R2 
H4 .64 7.98 .35 .62 11.32 .39 
H5 -.07 -1.43 N/S Path Removed 
H6 .71 16.69 .50 .71 16.69 .50 
 
6.7 Chapter Summary  
This chapter detailed the analysis procedures and the assessment results for the research 
model developed in Chapter Five. The first section analysed the scale reliability through 
an assessment of internal consistency and item-total correlations. The assessment of the 
scale reliability showed that the measurement scales, which were used to capture the 
meaning of the model constructs, were reliable, as indicated by the high values of 
Cronbach’s alpha for each individual construct. The item-total correlations of all the 
variables were also substantial, indicating that each variable adequately measured its 
underlying construct. However, reliability is only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition 
for validity. As a result, CFA was performed to inform an evaluation of scale validity. 
The results of the CFA were used in the subsequent model assessment, which was 
presented in the SEM.  Also, an overview of the analytical technique, namely, SEM was 
presented. SEM was utilized to assess and refine the theoretically developed model. The 
analysis procedures comprised an assessment of two main SEM components, namely, 
the measurement model and the structural model. The assessment results indicated that 
the specified measurement model possessed acceptable levels of fit, convergent validity, 
and discriminant validity. The analysis then proceeded to a specification and assessment 
of the structural model, the second key component of SEM. This stage involved: (1) an 
assessment of the hypothesized relationships between the model constructs; and (2) a 
hierarchical analysis to produce the final model. The results from the structural model 
assessment showed that there is a strong and positive relationship between teaching 
strategies supporting motivation constructs and motivation constructs and there is also a 
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strong and positive relationship between motivation constructs and self-reported 
communicative competence constructs. The results also showed there is not a positive 
and significant relationship between teaching strategies supporting motivation 
constructs and self-reported communicative competence construct. 
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Chapter 7: Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations 
The literature review in Chapter Two located the research reported in this study in a 
field of theoretical and empirical work about (1) communicative competence; (2) 
motivation; and (3) teaching strategies supporting motivation in a second or foreign 
language. Despite the rapid growth of the field internationally, researchers had yet to 
examine the impact of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation on 
Saudi students’ communicative competence in English. To address this gap, the major 
purposes of my investigation were to compare actual and self-reported communicative 
competence of Saudi students studying in Australia with that of Saudi students studying 
in Saudi Arabia and to identify factors affecting these students’ communicative 
competence. The study also aimed to determine the relationships among various 
measures of motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation that have been 
found to correlate with L2 achievement or communicative competence. Furthermore, I 
also set out to investigate how participants’ communicative competence, motivation and 
perceptions of teaching strategies supporting motivation are affected by demographic 
factors such as gender, age and level of education.  
A growing body of research in educational psychology has been exploring the use of 
mixed research methods to identify conditions and instructional practices that improve 
student motivation and engagement in language learning. Gardner and his colleagues 
began investigating the effect of motivation on language achievement quantitatively in 
the 1970s. They developed the socio-educational model and the AMTB to measure 
students’ motivation. To contribute to this productive research tradition, Gardner’s 
(1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) model was used in this study and items from the AMTB 
were adopted. In building the field of motivation research, Dörnyei and other scholars 
have developed theory and produced a body of empirical findings showing how 
teaching strategies support motivation (e.g., Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007; Dörnyei, 2001; 
Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008). The teacher's use of motivational strategies is generally 
believed to enhance learners’ motivation (Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008). To contribute 
to this emerging research tradition, I looked at teaching strategies associated with L2 
learners’ motivation.   
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In this chapter, I discuss the major findings and results of my study. The discussion is 
presented in this chapter according to three sections. In the first section, the study’s first 
three hypotheses are presented. The fourth, fifth and sixth hypotheses are presented in 
the second section. In these first two sections findings anticipated by communicative 
competence and qualitative analyses of the interview data are flagged. In the third 
section, the study’s demographic factors are presented. I conclude the chapter with 
implications for English language teaching in Saudi Arabia, the study’s limitations and 
recommendation for future research.  
7.1 Testing the difference between the two groups  
The first research hypothesis and sub-hypotheses are the following: 
1. There is a difference between the self-reported communicative competence of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
a. There is a difference between the self-reported grammatical competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
b. There is a difference between the self-reported discourse competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
c. There is a difference between the self-reported sociolinguistic competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
d. There is a difference between the self-reported strategic competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
One of the primary objectives of this study was to examine the actual and self-reported 
communicative competence of Saudi students in Australia, and Saudi students in Saudi 
Arabia. The intent was to compare the groups and identify factors implicated in 
communicative competence. The first hypothesis was supported; that is, the self-
reported communicative competence of the Australian group was significantly different 
from the Saudi group. This result was expected given the differences between the 
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groups found in the analysis of communicative competence reported in Chapter Four 
and evidence in the literature, cited in Chapter Three, about the accuracy of students’ 
self-reports of language achievement. Communicative competence according to Canale 
and Swain (1985) comprises four elements: grammatical competence, discourse 
competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic competence. I will now discuss 
each of these components in turn. 
7.1.1 Grammatical competence 
Self-reported grammatical competence for the two groups is significantly different. The 
Australian group’s grammatical competence is higher than the Saudi group’s 
grammatical competence. In Saudi schools the main focus when teaching English is on 
grammar. The English curriculum and English teachers’ training in Saudi Arabia focus 
on emphasizing grammar over all other skills (Altwaijri, 1982; Al-Twairish, 2009). 
Therefore, it is not surprising that grammatical competence in the Saudi group is 
moderately high. As for the Australian group, since all participants in this study have 
graduated from Saudi high schools this means that they have also received focused 
grammar teaching in Saudi Arabia. That the Australian group has higher self-reported 
grammatical competence than the Saudi group may be the result of having lots of 
practice and receiving lots of input outside the classroom. This result supports the 
study’s hypothesis: 
a. There is a difference between the grammatical competence of Saudi students 
in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
7.1.2 Discourse competence  
Self-reported discourse competence for the two groups is significantly different. The 
Australian group’s discourse competence is higher than the Saudi group’s discourse 
competence. The statement with the highest score in self-reported discourse competence 
is “When I speak English, I understand many words”. The English class in Saudi 
schools depends on the teacher transmitting information most of the time (Abu-Ras, 
2002). According to Bakarman (2004), English teachers in Saudi Arabia spend much 
time in drilling without providing opportunities for students to communicate in the 
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target language. Therefore, the Saudi student is mainly a listener in English classes in 
Saudi Arabia. This has an advantage in that it helps students understand what has been 
said because the information is repeatedly given to them. Swain and Lapkin (1986) 
believe when learners are listening most of the time they will only gain a general 
understanding of the language. However, being listeners most of the time also affects 
their ability to speak, which is a major problem with most Saudi students – and part of 
the impetus for this study. What is needed, according to Swain and Lapkin (1986), is to 
put students in conversational situations in order to learn the language specifics that will 
develop their communicative competence. Swain and Lapkin (1986) found that while 
many students in French immersion programs, which aim to develop L2 skills, 
developed their communicative competence in their L2, many did not. They believe 
what was missing in these classes was sufficient opportunities for students to produce 
the language themselves. Swain and Lapkin (1986) argue that when learners produce 
the language they focus on the ways they are expressing themselves and they are pushed 
to produce more comprehensible and coherent language.  
As for students from the Australian group, their self-reported discourse competence was 
high with a mean score of 4. This may be the result of the opportunities offered to them 
in Australia to produce the language. Being given the chance to produce the language 
helps students learn how to link words correctly and understand the relationships among 
the different meanings in a conversation, such as literal meanings, purposes of 
communication and attitudes (Swain & Lapkin, 1986). This result supports the study’s 
hypothesis: 
b. There is a difference between the discourse competence of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
7.1.3 Sociolinguistic competence 
Self-reported sociolinguistic competence for the two groups is significantly different. 
The Australian group’s self-reported sociolinguistic competence is higher than the 
Saudi group’s self-reported sociolinguistic competence. The highest statement score in 
self-reported sociolinguistic competence is (C1) “When I speak English, I can use 
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appropriate words and phrases in different social situations” with a mean score of 3.6. 
In the Saudi group this statement had the highest score. This may be due to the fact that 
Saudi students in Saudi Arabia practice their speaking skill by memorizing a part in a 
dialogue, something all participants in the study’s interview noted. Therefore, the 
student is usually given the appropriate words to say. As for students from the 
Australian group, that this statement had the highest score may be the result of the 
different types of activities used to develop students’ speaking in language institutes in 
Australia. Students stated that their teachers used different activities that required using 
appropriate words according to the situation. Also, participants in the Australian group 
had to communicate with Australians on a daily basis and so needed to use appropriate 
words to get their message across. In a study conducted by Hernandez (2010), 
descriptive statistics confirmed that students studying abroad demonstrated integrative 
motivation to study Spanish as an L2. The students reported an interest in speaking with 
native speakers both in the United States and in other Spanish speaking regions 
(integrative motivation) as two of the most important reasons for taking Spanish 
courses. The results demonstrate that study-abroad students with higher integrative 
motivation had more contact with the Spanish language outside of class through 
participation in speaking activities than did the students with lower integrative 
motivation. This result supports the study’s hypothesis: 
c. There is a difference between the self-reported sociolinguistic competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
7.1.4 Strategic competence 
Self-reported strategic competence for the two groups is significantly different. The 
Australian group’s self-reported strategic competence is higher than the Saudi group’s 
self-reported strategic competence.  The highest statement score in self-reported 
strategic competence is (D3) “In a conversation when I forget a word in English I tend 
to use gestures” (3.6). In the Saudi group this statement had the highest score because 
usually in English classes in Saudi Arabia using the L1, which is regarded as a strategy 
in strategic competence, is not allowed when answering questions in class. Therefore, 
students may use gestures as a more accepted way to answer. As for students in the 
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Australian group, using the L1 (Arabic) is not considered a choice because the listener 
(teacher, non-Arab-speaking Australians) will not understand; therefore, using gestures 
may be more suitable. As for the other strategy in strategic competence (using other 
words to express thoughts) Saudi students in the Saudi group usually do not have 
enough vocabulary therefore they rely on gestures. Saudi students in the Australian 
group may prefer using gestures to keep the flow of the conversation because finding 
other words may take time since English is not their L1. However, Saudi students in the 
Australian group still scored high in “using other words to express thoughts” which 
shows that they have enough vocabulary to express their ideas. Since participants from 
the Australian group scored higher than participants from the Saudi group in using both 
gestures and other words to express thoughts therefore, the Australian group scored 
higher in overall strategic competence. This result supports the study’s hypothesis: 
d. There is a difference between the self-reported strategic competence of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Such results were anticipated due to the effect of factors affecting communicative 
competence which are discussed later when examining other hypotheses. Also, because 
of the emphasis on grammar when teaching English in Saudi Arabia, it is not surprising 
that students scored low in their self-reported communicative competence (Al-Twaijri, 
1983; Al-Twairish, 2009). Segalowitz (2000) believes that L2 learners who have 
achieved a high level of grammatical competence but lack training in other competences 
such as sociolinguistic competence will have a low level of communicative competence. 
The second research hypothesis and sub-hypotheses are the following: 
2. There is a difference between the self-reported motivation of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
a. There is a difference between the self-reported integrativeness of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
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b. There is a difference between self-reported attitudes toward the learning 
situation of Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
c. There is a difference between the self-reported motivational intensity of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Another objective of this study was to examine the effect of self-reported motivation on 
self-reported L2 achievement (communicative competence). The second hypothesis was 
supported; that is, self-reported motivation of the Australian group was significantly 
different from that of the Saudi group. The aggregate for motivation was the sum of 
integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, and motivational intensity. The 
results confirm the prediction that motivation for Saudi students studying in Australia is 
higher than Saudi students studying in Saudi Arabia. These findings are similar to 
findings by Gardner (1985, 1988, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) and others (e.g., Lepper, 
1998; Sun, 2010). Gardner claims that there are significant correlations between at least 
some aspects of motivation (integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation and 
motivational intensity) and L2 proficiency. The Australian group reporting having 
higher levels of motivation than the Saudi group is related to a number of factors 
discussed in the theoretical implication below.  
7.2 Theoretical implications 
Motivation and components: Integrativeness  
Integrativeness in Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational model 
comprises two elements: integrative orientation and attitudes toward the target language 
group. I will now discuss these elements in turn. 
The findings of this study suggest that integrativeness contributed to learners' 
motivation to learn. This result was expected. The qualitative analyses of the interview 
data suggested that interactions with English-speakers might be associated with 
integrative motivation and that these opportunities might be more abundant in Australia, 
an Anglophone country, than in Saudi Arabia, an Arabic-speaking country – the 
linguistic changes wrought by globalization notwithstanding. This expectation was 
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borne out in the survey study: the Australian group had higher integrative orientation 
and better attitudes toward the target language group than the Saudi group. This may 
have contributed to their higher L2 achievement (communicative competence).  
The first element in integrativeness is integrative orientation. The Australian group 
showed that studying English is important to them because it will allow them to be 
more at ease with native speakers of English. Also, most of them agreed they were 
studying English to interact more easily with native speakers of English. Almost all 
participants from the Australian group believed studying English is important to 
participate more freely in the cultural activities of native speakers of English. As for the 
Saudi group, very few agreed with the item about studying English to participate freely 
in the cultural activities of native speakers of English. This result is related to the fact 
that in Australia most students interact socially with speakers of English on a daily basis 
while in Saudi Arabia this is not the case.  
These results are similar to Dörnyei’s (1990) claims that the correlations of integrative 
orientation with language achievement (communicative competence) will be positively 
higher for learners learning the language abroad than those learning the target language 
in a foreign language context. Also, Gardner and Lambert (1972) found that success in 
language achievement depends on the learner’s affective predisposition toward the 
target group (Warden & Lin, 2000). This led them to form the concept of “integrative 
orientation”, which represents “a high level of drive on the part of the individual to 
acquire the language of a valued second-language community in order to facilitate 
communication with that group” (Gardner et al., 1976, p.199).  
Researchers have found integrative motivation to be an important factor in predicting 
learner success in the L2 classroom across many different learning situations (Dörnyei 
& Clement, 2000; Dörnyei & Schmitt, 2001; Ely, 1986; Gardner, 1985, 2000, 2001, 
2004, 2006, 2007; Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Hernandez, 2006; Masgoret & Gardner, 
2003). For example, Gardner and Lambert (1972) discovered a positive relationship 
between integrative motivation and the language achievement of learners of French as 
an L2. Ely (1986) further investigated the use of the integrative motivation paradigm for 
learners of Spanish as an L2. His factor analysis of learner responses to a questionnaire 
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confirmed the existence of three motivation factors: (a) integrative motivation, (b) 
instrumental motivation (interest in the practical benefits of language studies, such as 
acquiring a job), and (c) motivation provided by the need to fulfil the foreign language 
requirement.  
The second element in integrativeness is attitudes toward the target language group 
which showed significant difference between the two groups. The Australian group’s 
attitudes toward the target language group are more positive than the Saudi group’s 
attitudes. Students from the Australian group scored higher on most statements 
regarding attitudes toward the target language group and as a result had higher levels of 
motivation. Participants from the Australian group showed a desire to know more native 
speakers of English. Csizer and Dörnyei’s (2005) study found that integrativeness, like 
Gardner’s (1985) category, reflects a general positive outlook on the L2 and its culture, 
to the extent that learners scoring high on this factor would like to communicate with 
and might even want to become similar to the L2 speakers. They found that the two 
criterion measures, the learners’ intended learning effort and language choice 
preference, were directly affected by integrativeness, which was in turn determined by 
two antecedent variables, instrumentality and attitudes toward L2 speakers.  
Also, participants from the Australian group believe that the more they know native 
speakers of English, the more they want to be fluent in their language. Similar results 
were found in Ramage’s (1990) study. She examined the relationship between 
motivation and the desire to continue to enrol in French or Spanish courses after 
completing the second year of high school. She discovered a positive relationship 
between interest in the L2 culture and intent to continue studying French or Spanish.  
Participants from the Saudi group scored very low on the statement “I think native 
speakers of English are kind and warm-hearted”. This may be the result of not knowing 
many speakers of English due to their living in Saudi Arabia. Gardner (2001) 
hypothesized that individuals who expressed an interest in learning the language in 
order to interact, meet, socialize, become friends, etc. with members of the other 
community would be more open than individuals who did not express such reasons.  
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The results from integrativeness support the study’s hypothesis: 
a. There is a difference between integrativeness of Saudi students in Australia 
and Saudi Arabia. 
7.2.1 Attitudes toward the learning situation in this study 
While the higher level of communicative competence of the Saudi students in Australia 
might be influenced by greater opportunities to use the language outside the classroom, 
it would seem that classroom factors, too, might make a contribution to L2 
achievement. From the study’s results, it might be concluded that the effect of attitudes 
toward the learning situation had a direct effect on students' motivations. However, it is 
worth mentioning that in this study, students’ motivation is mostly affected by the two 
other constructs: “integrativeness” and “motivational intensity”. But still because there 
are some differences even if small, I have reported the results. The Australian group, 
which showed positive attitudes toward the learning situation, had higher levels of 
motivation. The variable, attitudes toward the learning situation, involves attitudes 
toward any aspect of the situation in which the language is learned. According to 
Gardner (2007), these attitudes affect students’ motivation and could be directed toward 
the teacher or the course in general. I will discuss each of these elements in turn. 
 
The attitude toward the teacher for the two groups is significantly different. The 
Australian group’s attitude toward the teacher is more positive than the Saudi group’s 
attitude. Despite the small mean differences, there is a still a significant difference 
between the two groups with a small effect size of 0.04. Students from the Australian 
group scored higher on most statements regarding attitudes toward the teacher and as a 
result had higher levels of motivation. In the survey, students from the Australian group 
expressed positive attitudes toward the teacher. They believe their English teacher is 
friendly, shows interest in students’ lives, makes sure students are on the right track, 
and presents materials in an interesting way. However, participants from the Saudi 
group mostly agree that their teachers are friendly but do not agree on other factors such 
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as making sure students are on the right track and presenting interesting materials. The 
absence of such factors has affected students’ motivation. Language teachers have 
considerable influence on learners’ motivation since they are the ones most directly 
implicated in L2 instruction (Noels, 2001). Dörnyei (1994) believes that learners’ 
classroom motivation is not only influenced by their good relation with their teachers 
but also by allocating responsibility to learners, offering them options, and involving 
them in decision making. Dörnyei (1994) argues that tasks should be presented by 
teachers in a way that calls learners’ attention to the purpose of the activity, its practical 
value, and even the strategies that are useful in completing the task. This, he claims, 
will raise learners’ interest and motivation.  
The results of the study showed that the significant link between attitudes toward the 
English teacher and learning motivation that emerged in the current investigation 
indicated that language teachers could make a real difference in their students’ 
motivational disposition by applying various motivational techniques and strategies. 
Results relating to attitudes toward the teacher, which is part of attitudes toward the 
learning situation, indicated that absence of supportive behaviours from teachers tends 
to constrain students’ motivation. The Saudi group findings showed negative attitudes 
toward English teachers. This may account for lower levels of motivation than the 
Australian group who revealed positive attitudes toward their English teachers. This 
finding is consistent with the results of several other studies. For example, Ramage 
(1990) investigated the predictive ability of motivational and attitudinal factors in 
learning a foreign language. Attitude towards the language teacher was one of the 
variables included in the study. Ramage found that learners who indicated more positive 
attitudes towards the language teacher were more motivated to continue learning the 
language than learners who viewed their teachers negatively. Wesely (2009) 
interviewed learners learning French and the questions were structured around asking 
learners to reflect generally on their language learning experiences, and asking them to 
specifically address motivational factors. Wesely found that participants who praised 
their teachers for being helpful were found to put energy into learning French. These 
findings are similar to Noels and her colleagues (1999) findings about teachers' 
communicative style and its potential to influence L2 learners learning motivation.  
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The second part of attitudes toward the learning situation is attitudes toward the course. 
Attitudes toward the course comprise: attitudes toward class materials and attitudes 
toward class atmosphere. The Australian group’s attitude toward class materials is more 
positive than the Saudi group’s attitude. Despite the small mean differences, there is a 
still significant difference between the two groups with a small effect size of 0.01. 
Students from the Australian group scored higher on most statements regarding 
attitudes toward class materials and as a result had higher levels of motivation. In the 
survey, students from the Australian group expressed positive attitudes toward class 
materials. Most believe they can choose their English materials and that these materials 
are authentic, relevant to their lives, focus on speaking skills, and include games. The 
Saudi group, on the other hand, believes that materials are driven from the textbook and 
not related to their lives and interest. This had its effect on their level of motivation. 
Similar findings were found in other studies that investigated the effect of language 
teaching materials on achievement. These studies found that language materials have an 
important role and effect in language learning because motivation to learn can be 
created from these materials (Gardner, 2007; Sun, 2010). Language learners prefer 
communication and active participation using authentic materials in the language 
classes instead of simply following the textbook (Ibarraran, Lasagabaster & Sierra, 
2007). Similar findings were found in Bernaus and Gardner’s (2008) study. Results 
showed a clear preference for classroom activities that involved interaction and active 
participation using authentic materials in the language classes instead of following the 
textbook.  
As for anxiety, which is part of attitudes toward the course, the study found that the 
Australian group was less anxious in their English classes than the Saudi group. This, 
too, was a finding predicted by the qualitative analyses. In the interviews, the Saudi 
group spoke of the anxiety induced by being called on to speak in class and of being 
corrected. In contrast, the Australian group indicated that they were comfortable about 
speaking in class. In the survey, most of the participants in the Australian group believe 
they do not feel anxious when speaking English and do not hesitate to ask in English. 
As for students from the Saudi group most of them feel anxious and very few ask 
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questions in English. This finding is cause for consideration about differences in learner 
achievement: other studies found that language learners’ achievement is affected by 
their feelings of anxiety during a language class (Aida, 1994; Steinberg & Horwitz, 
1986; Wu, 2010).  
 
A study by Steinberg and Horwitz (1986) shows that learners put in a stressful 
environment tended to describe visual stimuli less interpretively than did subjects in a 
relaxed, comfortable environment. Another study by Aida (1994) examined the role of 
anxiety in Japanese language learning among college students. Aida found a significant 
negative correlation between anxiety scores and final grades among American second-
year Japanese students. Results show that factors that had an impact on learners’ anxiety 
in learning Japanese were speech anxiety and fear of negative evaluation, fear of failing 
the Japanese class, degree of comfort when speaking with native speakers of Japanese, 
and negative attitudes toward the Japanese class.  
The results regarding attitudes toward the learning situation supports the study’s 
hypothesis: 
b. There is a difference between attitudes toward the learning situation of 
Saudi students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
7.2.2 Motivational intensity 
Motivational intensity in Gardner’s socio-educational model comprises three elements. 
The first element is desire, the second element is effort, and the third element is positive 
affect. I now discuss each of these elements in turn. 
Desire for the two groups is significantly different. The Australian group’s desire is 
higher than the Saudi group’s desire. Students from the Australian group scored higher 
on most statements regarding desire and as a result had higher levels of motivation. 
Most survey participants from the two groups scored high in the statement (I4) “I want 
to be fluent in English” with a mean score of 4.19. This may be the result of Saudi’s 
recognition of the importance of the English language. The use of the English language 
has become very common since Saudi Arabia began developing. Now Saudis need to 
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master English in order to live their everyday life without difficulties. English today is 
needed almost everywhere, for health services, for traveling, for business, and for 
managing technology (Elyas & Picard, 2010). Also, the Australian group may have 
scored high in this statement because they realize the need to be fluent in English for 
their studies and for integrating with Australians.  
 
Regarding other statements measuring desire, the Australian group scored higher than 
the Saudi group. The Australian group showed more desire to participate in class 
activities than the Saudi group. This may be due to the type of activities used in their 
classes. The Australian group revealed that class activities are usually authentic, related 
to their lives and interests. Certain tasks are more interesting, more attractive, and more 
motivating than others. According to Maehr (cited in Julkunen, 2001) tasks that include 
an optimal amount of uncertainty and unpredictability attract the learner. Also, 
Ibarraran et al. (2008) believe that language learners prefer communication and active 
participation using authentic materials in the language classes instead of simply 
following the textbook. Participants from the Saudi group believe the activities used in 
their English class are artificial and driven from the textbook only.  
 
Also, the Australian group scored higher regarding the desire to speak English for future 
careers. This result may be due to the belief of participants from the Australian group 
that they will need to speak English in their future careers. Saudi students studying 
abroad have higher chances to get jobs requiring connection with speakers of English. 
However, this belief almost does not exist in the Saudi group because usually their 
studying in Saudi Arabia does not require speaking English in their future careers.  
 
Effort for the two groups is significantly different. The Australian group’s effort is 
higher than the Saudi group’s effort. This finding was anticipated by the qualitative 
finding that the Australian group spoke of English learning as an effortful enterprise 
whereas the Saudi group did not. Students from the Australian group scored higher on 
most survey statements regarding effort and as a result had higher levels of motivation. 
The Australian group results show that they exerted more effort to learn the language. 
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Most of them show that they clarify their misunderstanding by asking the teacher. Also, 
most of them try to ignore distractions when learning English. Almost all of them work 
on English every day and want to learn English so well that it will become natural to 
them. Participants from the Saudi group did not show much effort in learning English. 
Very few clarified their misunderstandings by asking their teachers. Also, very few 
worked on their English in order for it to become natural to them. This may be the result 
of not clarifying the importance of English language to learners. English teachers might 
explain the importance of English to their students and not regard it simply as a subject 
they need to pass. Saudi students in Saudi Arabia need to be exposed to the importance 
of English. This is because they do not have the same drive as students studying abroad, 
specifically, to master the language for their studies and to communicate with people 
around them. Yet, as anticipated by the qualitative analysis, it was the participants in 
Australia who indicated that their teachers emphasized the importance of mastering 
spoken English. 
 
It may be interpreted that in Saudi Arabia due to the majority of participants not being 
exposed to the importance of being competent speakers in English, their effort to learn 
the language was low. These results are similar to Lepper’s (1998) views that learners’ 
interest in learning is enhanced when teachers explain reasons for learning rather than 
stressing grades. Similarly, Wyatt’s (2009) study on an Omani teacher who recalled the 
frustration of wondering what the use of learning English is if she could not use it to 
communicate. Teachers, according to her, emphasized the importance of memorizing 
the language, but did not emphasize the value of being competent to their students. This 
teacher was taught to focus on grammar rules and passing exams. She was never 
encouraged to use the language to talk about herself, her feelings, or her likes and 
dislikes.  
 
Positive affect for the two groups is significantly different. The Australian group’s 
positive affect is higher than the Saudi group’s positive affect. Despite the small mean 
differences, there is a still significant difference between the two groups with a small 
effect size of 0.06. Students from the Australian group scored higher on most statements 
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regarding positive affect and as a result had higher levels of motivation. The Australian 
group results show that these participants expressed more positive affect toward the 
language than the Saudi group. Most participants in the Australian group find their 
English textbook interesting. Also, most of them like the way they learn English now. 
Very few participants from the Saudi group showed interest in their textbook or the 
method of learning English practiced in Saudi Arabia. This result may be due to a 
number of reasons: English textbooks in Saudi Arabia do not help increase students’ 
motivation to learn the language because they are structurally oriented, support 
traditional methods of teaching, do not include many functions and notions, and focus 
on teaching grammar and vocabulary. In addition, most of the exercises require 
mechanical, rather than communicative drills (Al-Twairish, 2009). 
The results about motivational intensity support the study’s hypothesis: 
c. There is a difference between motivational intensity of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
The difference in motivation between the two groups is not as strong as the difference 
in communicative competence between the two groups. However, the difference in 
motivation between the two groups was significant enough with large effect size of 
0.19. The difference between the two groups in communicative competence being 
higher than the difference in motivation may be related to other factors that could 
strongly influence communicative competence of the Saudi students. This finding may 
indicate that Saudi students from the two groups have a strong motivation to learn the 
language but because of the shortage in the resources offered to Saudi students in Saudi 
Arabia this might have lowered their level of communicative competence when 
compared to the Australian group. 
The third research hypothesis and sub-hypotheses are the following: 
3. There is a difference between teaching strategies supporting motivation of Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
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• There is a difference between teachers’ communicative style of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
• There is a difference between language class activities of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
Consistent with my third hypothesis, the score for teaching strategies supporting 
motivation of the Australian group was significantly different from that of the Saudi 
group. The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of 
teachers’ communicative style and language class activities. Teaching strategies 
supporting motivation, according to Dörnyei (2001), comprises two elements: teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. I will discuss each of these elements 
in turn. I begin with teachers’ communicative style which comprises two factors: 
feedback and group work. 
7.2.3 Teaching strategies supporting motivation: Teachers’ communicative styles 
The first factor in teachers’ communicative style is feedback. Feedback for the two 
groups is significantly different. The Australian group’s view of feedback was more 
positive than that of the Saudi group. Despite the small mean differences, there is a still 
significant difference between the two groups with a medium effect size of 0.10. 
Students from the Australian group scored higher on most statements regarding 
feedback and as a result had higher levels of motivation. Most participants from the 
Australian group believe the teacher provides positive feedback. Noels (2001) found 
that giving interactional feedback helps learners to determine why they performed as 
they did and how they can improve in the future. However, this should be done in a 
positive manner. Also, most of the participants believe the teacher allows students to 
give feedback to each other. Almost all of them believe feedback helps develop their 
speaking competence. Finally, students believe they always notice the feedback in a 
conversation. Giving feedback is considered part of negotiated interaction that 
facilitates language acquisition (Mackey et al., 2000). During interaction learners may 
receive feedback on their utterances that positively affects their language development 
(Mackey et al., 2000). Researchers found that verbal interaction with language learners 
is important because this interaction makes the facts of language salient to learners 
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(Ellis, 1994). Feedback enhances the salience of the target form. For example, when a 
learner makes a non-target like utterance and the teacher provides the correct form the 
learner may compare them. In doing so, it may become apparent what is missing from 
their production, understanding that might help develop their speaking competence 
(Leeman, 2003).  
 
As for the Saudi group, very few believe that the teacher always provides positive 
feedback and allows students to give feedback to each other. Saudi students in English 
classes are often discouraged from providing feedback to one another (Syed, 2003). As 
for the statement “It is better to receive feedback from my classmates and teacher”, 
most participants from the two groups scored low. This may be related to Saudi 
students’ belief that the teacher is the best source for information. Most of the teachers 
in Saudi Arabia tend to be authoritarian and are the main source of information (Al-
Saadat & Afifi, 1997). They lecture most of the time and rarely allow class participation 
and student-teacher communicative interaction (Al-Saadat & Afifi, 1997). This reflects 
negatively on the learning process in general and on foreign language learning in 
particular.  
 
The second factor in teachers’ communicative style is group work. Group work has 
been increasingly used in English as an L2 or English as a foreign language classrooms 
as methods of teaching have shifted from teaching discrete aspects of language, such as 
grammar and vocabulary, to developing learners’ communicative competence in 
English (Fushino, 2010). The Australian group results indicated that they experienced 
group work when learning English as opposed to the Saudi group whose results did not 
indicate such a thing. This may have contributed to the higher communicative 
competence scores of the students in Australia.  
Most participants from the Australian group believe the teacher gives opportunities for 
collaborative work and negotiation among peers in groups. Also, most participants 
expressed their enjoyment of speaking English during small group work. Finally, most 
participants from the Australian group believe working in small groups helps improve 
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their speaking skills and self-confidence. Group work in L2 learning has at least four 
advantages: group work helps increase the quantity of language practice opportunities, 
improves the quality of learner talk, creates a positive affective climate in the 
classroom, and increases learner motivation (Long & Porter, 1985). 
 
During group work learners can have sufficient opportunities to interact with each other 
in their L2 in natural ways, which helps develop their communicative competence 
(Fushino, 2010). Swain and Miccoli (1994) believe that collaborative learning during 
group work engages learners in longer conversations about topics of their interest. 
Through these conversations learners may use more linguistic functions than in normal 
teacher-student interactions. Moreover, their conversation may involve the negotiation 
of meaning and form, offering the opportunity to increase the clarity of their input and 
the accuracy of their output (Swain & Miccoli, 1994).  
 
As for participants from the Saudi group, most of them believe their teachers do not 
always give opportunities for group work and negotiating among peers. English 
teachers in Saudi Arabia do not favour dividing the classes into groups for 
communication because of the huge amount of grammar that needs to be covered.  
 
One of the main reasons for low achievement in L2 classes is simply that learners do 
not have enough time to practise the new language especially in large classes in which 
learners need to develop aural-oral skills (Donato, 1994; Doughty & Pica, 1986; Long 
& Porter, 1983; Swain & Lapkin, 2001). Mostly, language class time is divided between 
lecturing, explaining a grammar point, leading drill work, or asking questions of the 
whole class. Group work, which is part of teachers’ communicative style, may have an 
influence on learners’ achievement; therefore, it should be incorporated as a classroom 
practice.  
The results from teachers’ communicative style support the study’s hypothesis: 
a. There is a difference between teachers’ communicative style with Saudi 
students in Australia and Saudi Arabia.	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7.2.4 Language class activities 
The second part of teaching strategies supporting motivation is language class activities. 
Language class activities include: time given to learners for practicing speaking, whole-
class interaction activities, and negotiation of word meanings. Language class activities 
for the two groups are significantly different. The Australian group viewed language 
class activities more positively than the Saudi group. Despite the small mean 
differences, there is a still significant difference between the two groups although a 
small effect size of 0.03. Students from the Australian group scored higher on most 
statements regarding language class activities and as a result had higher levels of 
motivation. This finding was anticipated by the qualitative analysis. In the interviews, 
the Australian group spoke of abundant opportunities to develop spoken language in 
class but the Saudi group did not. 
Most participants from the Australian group believe the teacher gives students enough 
time in class to practise their speaking skills. Also, most of them agree that the teacher 
addresses questions to the whole class rather than to selected individuals. Whole-class 
interaction activities encourage sharing and reduce tension, in addition to offering 
intense oral practice of linguistic structures in a comfortable environment (Brunschwi, 
1994). Previous research has shown that a positive relation exists between L2 
development and conversational interaction of the whole class: learners who were 
usually involved in interactional tasks showed more development than learners who 
were passive in the language class (Mackey, 1999). Learners’ spoken production will be 
less developed than their other skills when learners lack the experience of meaningful 
interaction that could lead them to produce comprehensible output (Swain, 1985). 
Almost all participants from the Australian group believe the teacher surprises students 
with new speaking activities in order to maintain their interest. Finally, most of them 
believe the teacher tests students’ speaking skills throughout the year.   
 
As for participants from the Saudi group, very few believe they are given enough time 
to practise their speaking. Doughty and Pica (1983) claim that not giving language 
learners enough time is one of the main reasons for low achievement in L2 classes. 
Also, very few believe the teacher tests their speaking skills regularly.  
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Finally, regarding negotiation of meanings, which is part of language class activities, 
the Australian group results indicated that they negotiated meaning in their English 
classes opposed to the Saudi group who did not. According to Nassaji (2007) and 
Nakatani (2005), negotiation in learners’ interaction assists language acquisition in 
important ways. They believe that negotiation of meanings in a language classroom 
makes input comprehensible, provides learners with negative feedback, and promotes 
noticing. 
The results from language class activities supports the study’s hypothesis: 
b. There is a difference between language class activities of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. 
From the study’s findings, it might be concluded that the Australian group enjoyed 
more of the teaching strategies that are known to support motivation in their English 
classes. These teaching strategies have been found to improve motivation (Cheng & 
Dörnyei, 2007; Dörnyei, 2001; Doughty & Pica, 1986; Felder & Henriques, 1995; 
Fushino, 2010; Gass, 1997; Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008; Long, 1983; Mackey et al., 
2000; Nakatani, 2005; Nassaji, 2007; Noels, 2001; Swain & Miccoli, 1994; Swain & 
Lapkin, 1986). 
In conclusion, the study provided support for hypotheses about differences between 
self-reported communicative competence, differences between self-reported motivation 
and differences between teaching strategies supporting motivation of Saudi students in 
Australia and Saudi Arabia. This suggests that motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation might have contributed to the participants’ communicative 
competence. I turn now to demographic differences in communicative competence and 
motivation. 
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7.3 Demographic factors in the study 
7.3.1 Gender 
7.3.1.1 Gender and self-reported communicative competence 
One of the objectives of this study was to examine the self-reported communicative 
competence of male and female Saudi students. The aggregate for self-reported 
communicative competence was the sum of self-reported grammatical competence, 
discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic competence. Research 
examining the relationship between gender and a variety of communication variables 
has generally assumed females and males behave in predictable trait-like ways. Males 
and females are expected to communicate according to societal expectations, and 
appropriate communication behaviour is learned through adaptation to gender 
expectations (Wheeless & Duran, 1982). In the past it was accepted that, in general, 
gender differences showed better performance of females on verbal tasks and males on 
spatial tasks (MacIntyre et al., 2002; Tittle, 1986). Findings in this study are different 
from previous studies. In this study, males showed higher levels of self-reported 
communicative competence. This may be related to Saudi males’ tendency to talk and 
express themselves more than Saudi females. Most Saudi females tend to be shy and 
unwilling to communicate especially with males. By talking more and practicing their 
speaking, this may have contributed to males’ higher levels of self-reported 
communicative competence.  
7.3.1.2 Gender and motivation 
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness.  From the findings, male participants 
showed higher levels of integrativeness than females only. More males indicated that 
they had friendly relations with speakers of English than female participants. This 
finding contradicts Ludwig’s (1983) finding. Ludwig believes that females are both 
more motivated than males and have more positive attitudes toward foreign language 
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speakers as well as foreign language learning and as a result females appear to have 
greater aptitude and high performance levels on a variety of normed tests.  
Also, more Saudi male participants believed they needed to be competent in English in 
order to interact with other speakers of English than Saudi female participants. Saudi 
males may have created the desire to interact with other speakers of English because of 
the positive attitudes they convey towards speakers of English. Findings in my study are 
different from those in Bacon and Finnemann’s (1992) study. They investigated gender 
differences in self-reported beliefs about foreign language learning and authentic oral 
and written input. They surveyed 938 students of Spanish across two large state 
universities. Participants had studied Spanish for at least one quarter at the university 
level, but for no more than three quarters. Through discriminant analysis, they 
distinguished between the responses of men and women. One of the findings that 
emerged was one in which women reported a higher level of social interaction with 
Spanish-speaking people. The contradictory findings from the current study may be 
related to Saudi females not having many opportunities to mix with English speakers 
due to the fact that the western society is a mixed society with men and women 
together.  
Similar results were found in a study by Cardona, Milian, Birnbaum and Blount (2013). 
This study aimed to understand participants’ perceptions of In-Class and Out-of-Class 
experiences of graduate students in the United States. Participants were from Thailand, 
Saudi Arabia, Norway, Mexico, and China. One of the findings was that cultural 
differences produced challenges for international students. While some participants 
appreciated the program’s value of diversity, the attempts by some faculty to ensure 
students understood class content caused some discomfort. In cases where faculty 
singled out individual students and/or invited them to meet with them after class, 
students felt conflict with the cultural values of their home countries. For example, a 
Saudi female participant recalls numerous instances when her male professors 
repeatedly asked her if she understood the classroom discussion, or offered to speak 
with her after class. One of her comments was, “we are not used to this extra attention. I 
know they are being helpful, but we have different understandings about what is 
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appropriate for men and women.” (p.6).  
Also, this Saudi female tended to become fast friends with the dozen other Saudi 
women taking classes in the college and avoided males. Her professors encouraged her 
and the other Saudi women to explore new ideas while trying to be respectful of their 
beliefs. Also, one of the remarks she made which show that Saudi women are not 
encouraged to interact with unknown males, “there is a large Saudi population on 
campus, but if you are here with your husband, you traditionally stay at home and don’t 
have much interaction with Westerners.” International graduate students and their 
families may be faced with value conflicts between those of their home country and 
families (personal) and their academic environments and long-term goals (professional). 
7.3.1.3 Gender and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. There is not a statistically significant 
difference for strategies to support motivation between the gender groups 
7.3.2 Age 
7.3.2.1 Age and self-reported communicative competence  
Another objective of this study was to examine the self-reported communicative 
competence of Saudi students of different ages. The aggregate for self-reported 
communicative competence was the sum of self-reported grammatical competence, 
discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic competence. In this 
study, the older participants reported higher level of self-reported communicative 
competence than the younger participants. These findings are different from previous 
studies. For example, Dewaele (2007) analysed variation in self-perceived oral 
communicative competence of 474 native speakers of German learning English as an 
L2. Participants’ ages ranged from 16 to 73. They found that younger participants rated 
their oral communicative competence in English significantly more highly than older 
Chapter 7: Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations 
232 
 
participants. Contradicting results that appeared in my study may be related to the more 
experience older participants had to practise their English. 
7.3.2.2 Age and motivation 
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. In this study, the older participants showed 
higher levels of motivation than the younger ones. These findings are similar to 
previous studies. For example, Tragant (2006) investigated the relationship between 
motivation and the age of language learning. Seven hundred and fifty nine learners of 
English in Barcelona participated in this study. When examining the relationship 
between motivation toward language learning and age, the results show that older 
students reported being more motivated to learn the L2 language than younger ones.  
7.3.2.3 Age and teaching strategies supporting motivation  
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. Older participants may have rated 
teaching strategies supporting motivation more positively because of their maturity. 
Maturity may help participants be more confident when receiving feedback or 
participating within group work. Also, they may be more willing to participate in class 
and negotiate during class. In a number of studies conducted on two groups of 
participants (25 and over) and (under 25), researchers found that the older students 
participated in class activities at more than twice the rate that younger students did (e.g., 
Howard & Henney, 1998; Howard, James & Taylor, 2002; Howard, Short & Clark, 
1996). These studies revealed that older students showed greater confidence in 
speaking. Also, the older students were more likely to describe the classroom as 
friendlier, safer, and a more interactive environment than the younger students.  
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7.3.3 Level of Education 
7.3.3.1 Level of education and self-reported communicative competence  
Another objective of this study was to examine self-reported communicative 
competence according to learners’ level of education. The aggregate for self-reported 
communicative competence was the sum of grammatical competence, discourse 
competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic competence. In this study, 
participants with higher levels of education reported higher levels of self-reported 
communicative competence than participants with lower levels of education. These 
findings are different from previous studies. For example, Dewaele (2007) analysed 
variation in self-perceived oral communicative competence of 474 native speakers of 
German learning English as an L2. Participants were generally highly educated with 42 
having a high school diploma, 133 a Bachelor degree, 154 a Masters degree, and 145 a 
Doctoral degree. Dewaele found that participants with lower education levels rated their 
oral communicative competence in English significantly more highly than participants 
with higher education levels. Contradicting results that appeared in my study may be 
related to maturity in age and the more experience participants with higher levels of 
education had to practise their English. Also, it might be the result of greater demands 
for English competence at higher levels of education. 
7.3.3.2 Level of education and motivation 
The aggregate for motivation was the sum of attitudes toward the learning situation, 
motivational intensity, and integrativeness. In this study, participants with higher levels 
of education showed higher levels of motivation than participants with lower level of 
education.  Similar results were found in a study conducted by Okuniewska, 
Okuniewska and Okuniewski (2010) that examined the relationships among motivation 
levels in two age groups of students learning Hebrew, using an 18-item questionnaire 
adapted from Gardner’s (1985) AMTB. Participants were students from two secondary 
schools in Warsaw, ranging in age from 17 to 19 years, and 32 students from the 
University of Warsaw, ranging in age from 21 to 23 years. This study on Polish students 
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learning Hebrew found that the level of motivation was higher in the case of university 
students than secondary school students. 
7.3.3.3 Level of education and teaching strategies supporting motivation 
The aggregate for teaching strategies supporting motivation was the sum of teachers’ 
communicative style and language class activities. Participants with higher education 
levels may have shown higher levels in teaching strategies supporting motivation due to 
a number of reasons. Firstly, participants with higher education may tend to be more 
confident because of their level of education which drives them to show positive 
attitudes towards feedback and participating in group work. They may be more 
confident that they will not make many mistakes or get embarrassed during their 
conversation in groups. Also, because of their higher levels of education they may tend 
to participate more in class and negotiate word meanings without the fear that may 
hinder participants with lower education levels. Similar results were found in 
Fritschner’s (2000) study. She found students in upper level courses were more likely to 
participate than those in lower courses. Fritschner noted that students may feel nervous 
or inadequate in front of their classmates and professors, and thus choose not to 
participate. Students even reported confidence as the most motivating factor for their 
participation. 
7.4 Identifying the relationships amongst variables  
This section of the study was designed to determine the relationships among variables 
namely the independent variables (motivation and teaching strategies supporting 
motivation) and the dependent variable (communicative competence). In this section, I 
will discuss the findings of hypothesis four through six which are the following: 
4. There is a positive and significant relationship between motivation and 
communicative competence.  
5. There is a positive and significant relationship between teaching strategies 
supporting motivation and communicative competence. 
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6. There is a positive relationship between teaching strategies supporting 
motivation and motivation. 
According to the results discussed earlier, my fourth hypothesis was supported; that is, 
motivation has a strong and positive influence on communicative competence. Without 
sufficient motivation, learners with the most outstanding abilities cannot accomplish 
long-term goals (Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008). 
My findings are similar to those of Gardner (1985, 2000) and others (Gardner & 
Lambert, 1972; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1991; Gardner & Smythe, 1981; Gardner et al.; 
Sun, 2010). These researchers argue that motivation has been found to promote 
successful L2 achievement as has been proposed and shown in many studies. This was 
supported by the current findings. In my study when participants’ motivation was high, 
their achievement (communicative competence) was also high. In contrast, Elgin (2009) 
found that unmotivated learners are insufficiently involved and therefore unable to 
develop their L2 skills. This finding is similar to ours. Participants who scored low in 
motivation also scored low in communicative competence.  
As for my fifth hypothesis, which is: 
 
5. There is a positive and significant relationship between teaching strategies 
supporting motivation and communicative competence. 
 
The study’s results did not show any significant relationship between teaching strategies 
supporting motivation and communicative competence. This may indicate that teaching 
strategies supporting motivation do not affect achievement (communicative 
competence) directly but rather affect motivation, which affects achievement 
(communicative competence). Therefore, following this finding I proposed a change in 
my model. In the new model, the direct relationship that was first proposed between 
teaching strategies supporting motivation and communicative competence was 
reformed. The changes that happened in the model are the following: 
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1. the pathway between teaching strategies supporting motivation and 
communicative competence was removed; 
2.  a new pathway was created between teaching strategies supporting motivation 
and motivation.  It was found from the study’s results that teaching strategies 
supporting motivation influences motivation which by itself influences 
communicative competence (see figure 7.2 Model B). 
Figure: 7.1: Structural model with standardized path coefficients (Model A) 
 
 
Figure: 7.2. Assessment results of the refined model (Model B) 
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My final hypothesis: 
6. There is a positive relationship between teaching strategies supporting motivation 
and motivation. 
This hypothesis was supported, that is, it was found that teaching strategies supporting 
motivation had a positive and significant influence on motivation constructs. These 
results are anticipated by the qualitative finding that the Australian group find teaching 
strategies supporting motivation exciting and spoke of them with enthusiasm. The 
results are similar to those of other researchers. According to Guilloteaux and Dörnyei 
(2008), the teacher's use of motivational strategies is generally believed to enhance 
learners’ motivation. Several educators have proposed ways in which motivation can be 
developed and supported (Bernaus & Gardner, 2008; Dörnyei & Csizer, 1998; Williams 
& Burden, 1997). In this study, two motivational strategies were examined. These 
motivational strategies, proposed by Dörnyei (2001), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and 
Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008), are teachers’ communicative style (group work and 
feedback) and language class activities. Results regarding motivational strategies 
indicated that the Australian group who indicated that their teachers used these 
strategies had higher motivation than the Saudi group.  
7.5 Conclusions 
This section summarizes the research project, restates the research problem and lists the 
research questions. Contributions of the current study to existing knowledge are 
examined. Implications for research and practice are provided, followed by limitations 
of the study and recommendations for future research. Saudi students’ communicative 
competence has been a concern of mine since I started teaching English in high school 
in Saudi Arabia in 2004 and 2005. Students in Saudi Arabia often struggle to master 
spoken English and eventually graduate from high school with low levels of 
communicative competence. In order to investigate this issue, I compared the actual 
communicative competence in an interview situation of Saudi students studying in 
Australian language institutes and Saudi students studying in Saudi language institutes. 
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Also, analyses were conducted on the interview data to identify factors that might have 
affected these students’ communicative competence. Then, in order to measure the 
relationships between the factors identified and participants’ self-reported 
communicative competence a survey study was conducted.  
The factors that have been identified in this study as factors affecting Saudi students’ 
communicative competence are: (1) motivation; and (2) teaching strategies supporting 
motivation. From reviewing the literature concerned with students’ achievement in an 
L2, a number of factors affecting achievement were identified. The factors investigated 
in this study, motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation, are not the only 
factors affecting students’ achievement, but they are the least investigated in the Saudi 
context. It was for this reason that my study was focused on these factors. 
In this study motivation is measured according to Gardner’s (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 
2007) socio-educational model using measures from his AMTB. Teaching strategies 
supporting motivation were measured according to Dörnyei (2001), Cheng and Dörnyei 
(2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). Results showed that the Australian group 
had higher levels of actual and self-reported communicative competence than the Saudi 
group. The Australian group results indicated that they were more motivated than the 
Saudi group. Also, the Australian group used motivational strategies more often than 
the Saudi group did. 
7.5.1 Theoretical contributions 
The majority of past research on the effect of motivation and motivational strategies on 
learners’ language achievement has provided a great deal of knowledge concerning 
these issues. However, the effect of motivation and teaching strategies supporting 
motivation on Saudi students’ actual and self-reported communicative competence has 
not been examined. In an attempt to fill the gap and to contribute to the existing body of 
knowledge, this research developed a model that provides an initial understanding of 
the relationship between actual and self-reported communicative competence and 
factors influencing it (motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation). 
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The study’s contributions include: 
1. A summary of communicative competence literature was provided in which 
comprehensive reviews of different communicative competence definitions were 
investigated. This investigation assists in thoroughly developing a definition used in 
this study to measure participants’ communicative competence. Communicative 
competence in this study is informed by the work of Canale and Swain (1980) and 
Bachman and Palmer (1982). My definition of communicative competence 
incorporated the main elements of these major definitions to suit my study. 
Communicative competence in this study is made up of the four major strands: 
grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and 
strategic competence. The subcategories were divided differently. I have followed 
Canale and Swain’s (1980) division of the four main components but not Bachman 
and Palmer’s (1982) who incorporated strategic competence in sociolinguistic 
competence. However, Bachman and Palmer made vocabulary a sub-category of 
discourse competence rather than grammatical competence and I have explained 
why in the section regarding communicative competence theories in the literature 
review.  
2. The current study identified factors affecting communicative competence according 
to the literature and qualitative data findings. These factors were motivation and 
motivational strategies. No prior academic or professional research was found 
dedicated to addressing what factors affect Saudi students’ communicative 
competence. This will serve as a foundation for an early understanding of factors 
affecting Saudi students’ communicative competence. This constitution of factors 
affecting learners’ communicative competence is considered a very important 
contribution to the L2 acquisition research area since there is a lack of clear 
definition and conceptualization. This work substantiates the claim that L2 
achievement is influenced by motivation and motivational strategies. So it might be 
concluded that if L2 learners attain motivation and motivational strategies when 
learning the language they will develop their language achievement. 
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3. The current study measured the relationships between actual and self-reported 
communicative competence and factors affecting it (motivation and motivational 
strategies). This was accomplished by using a questionnaire that included three 
sections measuring the three main variables in this study. The results indicated that 
there is a significant relation between motivation and communicative competence. 
However, there was no significant relation between communicative competence and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation. The other significant relation that 
appeared was between motivation and teaching strategies supporting motivation. As 
a result, the model of the study was modified. 
4. The current study measured the relationships between participants’ demographic 
factors and their self-reported communicative competence. Also, it looked at 
participants’ demographic factors in relation to motivation and teaching strategies 
supporting motivation. 
5. The current study added substantively to the literature concerning the factors 
influencing communicative competence in the Saudi context. It developed a model 
which was designed to assist in better understanding the relationship between 
communicative competence and factors influencing it. A better understanding of 
such relationships can provide a better picture of how to more successfully develop 
the educational system in Saudi Arabia. This understanding will improve the level 
of Saudi students’ English language achievement.  
7.5.2 Pedagogical implications for English language teaching in Saudi Arabia  
It is essential to assess and understand the existence of important factors that influence 
Saudi students’ communicative competence in order to create an educational 
environment that assists the development of students’ communicative competence. To 
achieve this goal, the current study modified a model in order to understand factors 
affecting Saudi students’ communicative competence. The unique feature of Gardner’s 
(1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) socio-educational model is that it suggests that 
motivation can be influenced by other variables. These variables such as attitudes 
toward the learning situation, integrativeness, and motivational intensity consequently 
have an effect on achievement. Also, teaching strategies supporting motivation 
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proposed by Dörnyei (2001), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux and Dörnyei 
(2008), which is the second part of the study’s model, had a positive effect on 
motivation. 
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Figure: 7.3. The study’s theoretical model for motivation by Gardner (1985, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007) and 
teaching strategies supporting motivation by Dörnyei (2001), Cheng and Dörnyei (2007) and Guilloteaux 
and Dörnyei (2008). 
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The results have far-reaching practical pedagogical implications since they confirm the 
belief held by many educational experts that learners’ language achievement is related 
to motivation and motivational strategies. The following headings summarize the 
research implications for the current study: 
1. One implication of this research is that since learner motivation is a major 
influence in educational settings worldwide, finding ways to raise teachers’ 
awareness of their motivating practices and to train them in using skills that can 
help them to motivate learners should be a primary concern. To provide teachers 
with training to teach in a motivating way would involve not simply giving them 
lessons on motivational strategies, but also introducing these in a more generally 
motivating L2 teaching approach to take into consideration the learners’ desire 
for more interesting lessons. By establishing a link between motivation 
constructs and learners’ achievement, this study provides a step toward putting 
motivational issues on the teacher education agenda.  
2. Many studies have shown that integratively-oriented learners achieve higher 
proficiency levels than those who do not feel the integrative urge. Apart from 
raising Saudi students’ levels of integrative motivation, teachers can improve 
content, teaching methods, and classroom activities to raise learners’ interests 
and motivation in language learning.  
3. As making learners integratively motivated is not always possible, encouraging 
positive classroom behaviours may be another option for teachers to enhance 
students’ positive attitudes, which in turn raises motivation. Further, learning 
English should become related to students’ lives by making goals of learning 
explicit and by enriching the content of the lesson with features that help 
students take an active part in their own learning. At the end of each lesson, 
students need to be able to feel that they have learned something useful that they 
can use.  
4. Activities can influence learners’ level of motivation. Therefore, it is beneficial 
to relate activities to students’ lives or to current events and offer choices about 
what, where, how, or with whom work is done. Students’ communicative 
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competence is enhanced when teachers assign tasks that include problems for 
students to solve that are realistic and challenging and involve creating a product 
or provide some concrete form of accomplishment. Also, language teachers 
should promote an ability to handle language use in the spoken and written 
modes as whole texts, above the sentence level in real time with real language in 
real situations. 
5. Many English learners develop a love and hate attitude toward English, and this 
is evident in the data of the present study. Teachers should adopt a friendly 
attitude in order to reduce learners’ anxiety. Also, they should explain reasons 
for learning the language so that students will be more motivated to develop 
their language skills.    
6. Group work was found to motivate learners. Therefore, language teachers 
should promote the use of group work in their classes. However, Doughty and 
Pica (1986) believe that group activities do not automatically result in the 
modification of interaction among learners. Rather the classroom teacher must 
carefully plan group interaction so that it includes a requirement for exchange of 
information. Thus, the teacher’s role is crucial creating the conditions for 
successful L2 acquisition in the classroom. 
7. Interactional feedback enhances the salience of the target form. Thus, language 
teachers are advised to include interactional feedback as one of the main 
speaking practices in their classes. However, teachers should make sure learners 
benefit from the feedback given to them. This may be done by ensuring learners 
perceive it as feedback and not only a part of a conversation. 
8.  There is a complex relationship between teachers’ perceptions and practices in 
the sense that not only do they inform and affect each other, but they are also 
influenced by factors including institutional ones (Borg, 2003). Although the 
impact of institutional constraints (for example, limited class time, big class size, 
prescribed syllabus) might cause the teachers to feel more comfortable with 
applying a narrower view to their teaching activities, another reason for 
implementing the narrower concepts of communicative competence in the 
classes could also be explained by suggesting that the teachers seem to have an 
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unclear view of the notion of communicative competence and do not distinguish 
between its two meanings. Teachers should be made aware of the distinction 
between the two concepts, in order to see that they are not tending towards a 
broader concept in their classes; as a consequence, they would be better 
prepared to implement the notion of communicative competence more fully in 
their EFL classes (Nazari, 2007). 
9.   As was argued earlier, sticking to the narrower views of communicative 
competence establishes high school EFL classes which are void of sociocultural 
practices of the L2. It goes without saying that real communication entails 
linguistic and socio-cultural practices of language. In other words, 
operationalizing the broader concept of communicative competence in the EFL 
classes is essential. A contribution to meeting this end is to raise EFL teachers’ 
awareness of the distinction between the narrower and broader views of 
communicative competence. 
7.5.3 Limitations  
Any theory focuses on one view of reality and highlights important relationships within 
this view. Therefore, it brings only some aspects into focus while overlooks others. To 
believe that the theoretical model that emerged from the present research is any 
different would be presumptuous and arrogant. Also, like any other research, this thesis 
could be improved and overall be better. Various limitations have occurred within the 
previous chapters of this thesis. For example, regarding the interviews, the interviewees 
needed to respond in English because one of the study’s aims was to measure 
participants’ actual communicative competence in English. The other purpose of the 
interview was to identify factors that affected Saudi students’ communicative 
competence in English. As a result, a limitation in this study is that since participants 
needed to respond in English this may have limited their answers. This may have 
constrained the findings generated by the qualitative study. In future research, 
investigators might conduct the interviews in Arabic to get more information, but this is 
beyond the scope of my study. 
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Further, research using a self-report instrument has limitations. One may question 
whether learners responded in the way they really believed, or in what they perceived to 
be a socially appropriate way. Although the large sample size dispels some of that 
concern, additional observational and experimental research will help clarify and test 
the relationships reported here. Moreover, one may also question whether participants 
are able to accurately self-report their communicative competence.  
7.5.4 Recommendation for further research 
Further research is clearly needed into the mechanisms by which motivation and 
motivational strategies influence Saudi students’ language achievement and into the 
kinds of practices and interpersonal relationships that support it. In particular, I can 
identify some research directions for future investigations into the full potential of 
relationships between language achievement, motivation and motivational strategies: 
1. First, it would be useful to confirm that the increase in learners’ motivated 
behaviour resulting from motivational strategies, in turn, translates into 
improved learning. There has been sufficient evidence in the literature that 
learner motivation and learning achievement are correlated, but it would be 
important to specify the best conditions for the awareness of this link. 
2. Second, future research is needed to assess how factors both within and outside 
the classroom affect Saudi students’ motivation and motivational strategies and 
as a result affect their language achievement. This might include research into 
the motivational implications of learners’ responses to feedback in authentic and 
artificial speaking activities. 
3. Finally, because the results of this study concerning the relationship between 
communicative competence and learners’ motivation and motivational strategies 
were informative, and because this study only examined two motivational 
strategies, further research is necessary in other defined motivational strategy 
domains. 
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In conclusion, this study has combined three strands of theory and empirical research –
motivation, teaching strategies supporting motivation, and communicative competence 
– to explain the relationships between them. Also, it has distinguished the relationships 
of these three elements between two different groups of Saudi students: Saudi students 
learning English in Saudi Arabia and Saudi students learning English in Australia. 
Furthermore, the study distinguished the relationships of the three main variables 
according to participants’ demographic factors. The study findings indicate the need for 
a renewed approach to the teaching of English in Saudi Arabia. Most importantly, the 
study recommends the incorporation of motivational strategies as a way of improving 
learners’ communicative competence. The study makes an important contribution to 
current thinking and practice in L2 communicative competence and provides a basis for 
further research. 
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Supplementary Materials 
Appendix A: Descriptive Statements Details Tables 
Table A1: Communicative Competence Descriptive Statements 
 Mean SE SD Outliers Skewness 
Kurtosi
s 
A1: When I speak English, I feel that 
my English grammar is good. 3.43 .04 .74 0 -.33 .14 
A2: When I speak English, I know 
how English words are formed. 3.60 .04 .69 1 -.26 .30 
A3: When I speak English, I can put 
words together to form a phrase or a 
sentence correctly. 
3.75 .04 .74 1 -.15 .02 
B1: When I speak English, I can use 
appropriate words and phrases in 
different social situations. 
3.60 .04 .77 2 -.12 .16 
B2: When I speak English, I can give 
a command, complain and invitation 
according to the situation. 
3.57 .04 .76 1 -.18 -.01 
B3: During a conversation I know 
when and how to be polite and 
formal. 
3.52 .04 .82 0 -.20 .24 
C1: When I speak English, I 
understand and can use many words. 3.69 .04 .77 1 -.30 .07 
C2: I understand the relationships 
among the different meanings in a 
conversation, such as literal 
meanings, purposes of 
communication and attitudes. 
3.63 .04 .76 2 -.41 .43 
C3: When I speak English, I know 
how to link words correctly. 3.48 .04 .77 0 -.20 .10 
D1: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to use 
different words. 
3.55 .05 .83 0 -.24 -.15 
D2: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to translate it 
to Arabic. 
3.34 .04 .80 0 -.52 .06 
D3: In a conversation when I forget a 
word in English I tend to use 
gestures 
3.69 .04 .75 0 -.52 .89 
Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
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Table A2: Motivation Descriptive Statements 
 Mean SE SD Outliers Skewness Kurtosis 
E1: In my English class the 
teacher approaches individual 
students with good humor and 
encouraging remarks. 
3.95 .03 .61 1 -.71 2.48 
E2: The English teacher makes 
sure students are on the right 
track as they work on speaking 
tasks. 
3.81 .04 .69 2 -.92 1.97 
E3: The English teacher gives 
everyone a turn to speak so that 
he/she can check students’ 
understanding. 
3.78 .04 .74 1 -.86 1.05 
E4: The English teacher shows 
interest in students’ personal 
lives. 
3.32 .04 .81 0 -.52 -.51 
E5: The English teacher adopts a 
friendly, non-authoritarian 
manner. 
3.86 .03 .61 1 -.77 2.30 
E6: The English teacher presents 
materials in an interesting way. 3.58 .04 .80 0 -.61 .36 
F1: The teacher links concepts 
back to students’ experiences. 3.59 .04 .75 2 -.71 .53 
F2: The teacher chooses topics 
that he/she thinks are relevant to 
students’ lives. 
3.53 .05 .85 0 -.69 .33 
F3: The teacher encourages 
students to play speaking games 
in class. 
3.55 .05 .85 0 -.85 .93 
F4: The teacher does not always 
follow the students’ textbook. 3.37 .05 .88 0 -.36 -.42 
F5: The teacher supplements the 
students’ textbook with authentic 
materials. 
3.37 .05 .94 0 -.66 .08 
F6: The teacher allows students 
to choose topics for conversation. 3.30 .05 .93 0 -.45 -.38 
F7: The English curriculum 
focuses on English-speaking 
skills. 
3.44 .05 .92 0 -.72 .17 
G1: I do not get anxious when I 
have to answer a question in my 
English class. 
3.42 .05 .95 0 -.63 .01 
G2: It does not worry me that 
other students in my class seem 
to speak English better than I do. 
3.41 .06 1.01 0 -.56 -.46 
G3; I am never anxious that the 
other students in class will laugh 
at me when I speak English. 
3.48 .06 1.01 0 -.83 .16 
G4: I never feel hesitant to ask 
questions in front of the class. 3.65 .05 .86 0 -.99 1.05 
H1: When I have a problem 
understanding something in my 3.81 .04 .78 2 -1.03 2.06 
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English class, I always ask my 
teacher for help. 
H2: When I am studying English 
in class, I ignore distractions and 
pay attention to my task. 
3.46 .05 .82 0 -.45 .48 
H3: I make a point of trying to 
understand all the English I see 
and hear. 
3.82 .04 .71 1 -.73 1.17 
H4: I keep up to date with 
English by working on it almost 
every day. 
3.62 .05 .84 0 -.64 .27 
H5: I want to learn English so 
well that it will become natural to 
me. 
4.04 .03 .63 2 -.88 3.53 
I1: I enjoy the activities of my 
English class much more than 
those of my other classes. 
3.49 .05 .88 0 -.82 .37 
I2: It is more important for me to 
be able to speak English than to 
write it. 
3.62 .05 .96 0 -.88 .26 
I3: Speaking English is important 
because I will need it for my 
career. 
4.04 .04 .72 2 -1.01 2.36 
I4: I want to be fluent in English. 4.19 .03 .64 2 -1.01 3.90 
J1: The English textbook I use 
now is interesting. 3.27 .05 .99 0 -.88 .15 
J2: I like the way I learn English 
now. 3.54 .05 .83 0 -1.12 1.28 
J3: Students are completely 
aware of the value of speaking 
English. 
3.80 .04 .73 2 -1.00 2.06 
J4: Studying English is important 
because it will make me more 
educated. 
4.06 .04 .69 2 -1.25 4.11 
K1: Studying English is 
important to me because it will 
allow me to be more at ease with 
native speakers of English. 
4.25 .03 .51 1 .08 .58 
K2: Studying English is 
important because I will be able 
to interact more easily with native 
speakers of English. 
4.26 .03 .54 0 .04 -.41 
K3: Studying English is 
important to me because I will be 
able to participate more freely in 
the cultural activities of native 
speakers of English. 
4.17 .03 .61 2 -.49 1.15 
L1: I would like to know more 
native speakers of English. 4.09 .03 .65 2 -1.10 4.07 
L2: The more I get to know 
native speakers of English, the 
more I want to be fluent in their 
language. 
4.18 .03 .59 2 -.48 1.55 
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L3: I think native speakers of 
English are kind and warm-
hearted. 
3.50 .04 .78 0 -.59 .79 
Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
 
Table A3: Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation Descriptive Statements 
 Mean SE SD Outliers Skewness Kurtosis 
M1: The teacher provides 
positive feedback. 3.88 .03 .59 2 -1.62 5.49 
M2: The teacher allows 
students to give feedback to 
each other. 
3.76 .04 .75 2 -1.38 2.56 
M3: It is better to receive 
feedback from my classmates 
and teacher. 
3.77 .04 .81 2 -1.03 1.42 
M4: Feedback helps me 
develop my speaking 
competence. 
4.15 .03 .51 0 .19 .33 
M5: I always notice the 
feedback in a conversation. 3.92 .04 .66 1 -.94 2.36 
N1: The teacher gives 
opportunities for collaborative 
work. 
3.92 .038 .63 2 -1.07 3.71 
N2: The teacher gives 
opportunities for negotiation 
among peers in groups. 
3.92 .03 .65 1 -1.17 3.12 
N3: I most enjoy speaking 
English during small group 
work. 
3.86 .04 .77 2 -.84 1.52 
N4: Working in small groups 
helps me improve my speaking 
skills. 
3.96 .04 .67 2 -.95 2.86 
N5: Working in small groups 
increases my self-confidence. 3.90 .04 .74 2 -.91 1.97 
O1: The teacher gives students 
enough time in class to practise 
their speaking skills. 
3.72 .04 .79 2 -1.28 2.40 
O2: The teacher addresses 
questions to the whole class 
rather than to selected 
individuals. 
3.78 .04 .71 2 -1.12 2.36 
O3: The teacher surprises 
students with new speaking 
activities in order to maintain 
their interest. 
3.42 .05 .92 0 -.68 .38 
O4: The teacher tests students 
speaking skills throughout the 
year. 
3.62 .05 .88 0 -1.09 1.27 
Standard deviation (SD); Standard error of mean (SE); *Cases with z > 3.29 or z < -3.29 
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Table A4: Descriptive Statistics for Communicative Competence 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis Kurtosis 
Grammatical 
competence 279 3.59 .03 .65 -.27 .18 
Discourse 
competence 279 3.56 .04 .69 -.24 .39 
Sociolinguistic 
competence 279 3.60 .03 .64 -.12 .03 
Strategic 
competence 279 3.52 .04 .679 -.50 .44 
Communicative 
competence 
sum 
279 3.57 .03 .55 .05 -.17 
 
Table A5: Descriptive Statistics for Motivation  
 N Mean Std. Error 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Attitude (Teacher) 279 3.71 .02 .49 -.48 1.37 
Attitude (Materials) 279 3.44 .03 .57 -.36 1.05 
Attitude (Class 
Atmosphere) 279 3.48 .04 .76 -.69 .51 
Attitude (Course) 279 3.46 .03 .51 -.11 .28 
Attitude sum 279 3.55 .02 .44 -.15 .56 
Motivational intensity 
(Desire) 279 3.75 .03 .54 -.49 2.15 
Motivational intensity 
(Effort) 279 3.83 .03 .53 -.59 2.54 
Motivational intensity 
(Positive Affect) 279 3.66 .03 .56 -1.08 1.99 
Motivational intensity 
sum 279 3.75 .02 .44 -.94 5.15 
Integrativeness 
(Integrative 
orientation) 
279 4.22 .03 .51 .13 .11 
Integrativeness 
(Attitudes toward the 
target language group) 
279 3.92 .02 .47 -.59 2.67 
Integrativeness Sum 279 4.07 .02 .43 .03 .95 
Motivation sum 279 3.71 .02 .36 -.13 .65 
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Table A6: Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation  
 N Mean Std. Error Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Teachers’ 
communicative style 
(Feedback) 
279 3.89 .02 .40 -.22 1.60 
Teachers’ 
communicative style 
(Group Work) 
279 3.9 .03 .51 -.56 1.98 
Teachers’ 
communicative style 
sum 
279 3.90 .02 .39 -.25 1.83 
Language class 
activities 279 3.63 .03 .62 -.89 1.92 
Teaching strategies 
supporting motivation 
sum 
279 3.82 .02 .41 -.38 1.66 
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Appendix B: Consent Form 
Dear Prospective Participant, 
I am Amal Alnatheer, a PhD candidate at Queensland University of Technology, working toward a 
doctorate degree in Education part in a research study which focuses on role of motivation and motivation 
strategies in Saudi student communicative competence in English. To participate, please read the 
following: 
Title: Role of motivation and motivation strategies in Saudi student communicative competence in 
English. 
Purpose: is to provide: 1) insights into the influence of motivation on Saudi student’s communicative 
competence, 2) the influence of motivation and strategies on Saudi student’s communicative competence 
Procedure: your participation will involve completing the enclosed questionnaire, which comprises some 
background questions and statements about your perception of your communicative competence, 
motivation and motivation strategies in Saudi student communicative competence in English. This 
procedure will approximately take 20 minutes. 
Potential Benefits: your participation will help to understand motivation and motivation strategies in 
Saudi student communicative competence in English. 
Confidentiality: confidentiality of the information you provide is assured. The questionnaire forms do 
not require you to identify yourself, and only grouped data will be used in the research. The information 
collected will be only used for the purpose of this study. If you would like to receive a feedback on this 
study, please insert your e-mail address below: 
 
 
Mechanism for Questionnaire Distribution and Return The participants will receive a hardcopy 
questionnaire.  
The Ethical Conduct of This Research: This research has been reviewed and approved by the human 
research committee of Queensland University of Technology in accordance with the national statement 
on ethical conduct in research involving humans. If potential participants have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of the research, please feel free to contact the Research Ethics 
Support Officer on (+61) 3138 5123 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. Any complaint you make will be 
treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed of the outcome.                                                 
. 
 
Consent of Research Participant: your consent to participate in this research will be indicated by 
completing and returning the questionnaires. Please detach this sheet/cover letter and retain it for your 
later reference. 
Your cooperation in participating in this research is deeply appreciated. 
 
Yours sincerely  
Amal Abdulaziz Alnatheer  
Queensland University of Technology  
Faculty of Education,  
phone:  (+966) 504408459 or  (+61) 421662928 
email: amal.alnatheer@student.qut.edu.au 
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 :cibarA otni noitalsnart mrof tnesnoC
 ططلب مواافقة
 أأعزاائي االمشارركیين
 بعد االتحیية،٬ 
وواالذيي یيركز على أأنا آآمالل االنذیيرططالبة ددكتوررااهه في جامعة كویينزلاند للتقنیية ووأأعمل للحصولل على ددررجة االدكتوررااهه في االتعلیيم 
 ددوورر االتحفیيز وو إإسترااتیيجیياتت االتحفیيز على إإتقانن االطلابب االسعوددیيونن لمھهاررةة االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية.
 من أأجل االمشارركھه أأررجو قرأأةة االتالي:
 االعنواانن:  ددوورر االتحفیيز وو إإسترااتیيجیياتت االتحفیيز على إإتقانن االطلابب االسعوددیيونن لمھهاررةة االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية.
  رفھه مدىى تأثیير االتحفیيز وو إإسترااتیيجیياتت االتحفیيز على إإتقانن االطلابب االسعوددیيونن لمھهاررةة االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیيةاالھهدفف: مع
آآلیية االعمل: مشارركتك االإجابھه على االإستبیيانن االذيي یيحويي معلوماتت ووأأسألة تتعلق  بالتحفیيز وو إإسترااتیيجیياتت االتحفیيز على إإتقانن 
  ددقیيقة. 02 -51االإنجلیيزیية. ھھھهذهه االمشارركھه سوفف تستغرقق االطلابب االسعوددیيونن لمھهاررةة االتحدثث باللغة 
فواائد متوقعھه: مشارركتك ستساعد على فھهم ددوورر االتحفیيز وو إإسترااتیيجیياتت االتحفیيز على إإتقانن االطلابب االسعوددیيونن لمھهاررةة االتحدثث 
 باللغة االإنجلیيزیية.
االسریية: نضمن لكم سریية االمعلوماتت االمقدمة من قبلكم في ھھھهذاا االإستبیيانن. لا تتطلب نماذذجج االإستبیيانن منكم االتعریيف بأنفسكم،٬ 
ووسیيتم إإستخداامم االبیياناتت االتي تم تجمیيعھها في أأغرااضض االبحث فقط. سیيتم إإستخداامم االمعلوماتت االتي تم تحصیيلھها في أأغرااضض 
 االدررااسة فقط. 
االبشریية بالجامعة : تمت مرااجعة ھھھهذاا االبحث ووإإعتماددهه من قبل االرئیيس وولجنة أأخلاقیياتت االأبحاثث االإنضباطط االأخلاقي لھهذاا االبحث
ووجامعة كویينزلاند للتكنولوجیيا ططبقا للبیيانن االوططني للإنضباطط االأخلاقي في االأبحاثث االتي تشمل االبشر. ووإإذذاا كنت ھھھهنالك أأیية 
مخاووفف أأوو شكاووىى من قبل االمشارركیين االمحتملیين بشانن االانضباطط االأخلاقي للبحث،٬ یيرجى االاتصالل بمكتب ددعم أأخلاقیياتت 
. سیيتم االتعامل مع ua.ude.tuq@tcatnocscihte أأوو على االبریيد االإلكترووني  3215831371600 االبحث على االرقم االتالي
 أأيي شكوىى من قبلكم بسریية تامة وواالتحريي بشأنھها وومن ثم إإبلاغكم بالنتیيجة.   
االمواافقة على االمشارركة في االبحث: یيتم تحدیيد مواافقتكم على االمشارركة في ھھھهذاا االبحث عن ططریيق إإكمالل ووإإعاددةة االاستبیيانن. 
 یيرجى عدمم إإررفاقق ھھھهذاا االغلافف وواالاحتفاظظ بھه كمرجعیية لكم فیيما بعد. 
 شاكریين مقدرریين تعاوونكم من خلالل االمشارركة بھهذاا االبحث. 
 وولكم االتحیية،٬،٬،٬ 
 
 آآمالل االنذیير
 جامعة كویينزلاند للتكنولوجیيا
 كلیية االتعلیيم
  8292661241600أأوو  95480440566900: ھھھهاتف
   :ياالبریيد االإلكتروون  ua.ude.tuq.tneduts@reehtanla.lama
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Appendix C: The Study’s Survey 
Section 1:  Perceived Communicative Competence Statements 
Each statement in this section starts with “During your English learning” 
 
Statements Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
When I speak English, I feel that my English 
grammar is good.      
When I speak English, I know how English 
words are formed.      
When I speak English, I can put words 
together to form a phrase or a sentence 
correctly. 
     
When I speak English, I can use appropriate 
words and phrases in different social 
situations. 
     
When I speak English, I can give a command, 
complain and invitation according to the 
situation. 
     
During a conversation I know when and how 
to be polite and formal.      
When I speak English, I understand and can 
use many words.      
I understand the relationships among the 
different meanings in a conversation, such as 
literal meanings, purposes of communication 
and attitudes. 
     
When I speak English, I know how to link 
words correctly.      
In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to use different words.      
In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to translate it to Arabic.      
In a conversation when I forget a word in 
English I tend to use gestures. 
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Section 2:  Motivation Statements 
Each statement in this section starts with “During your English learning” 
Statements Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
In my English class the teacher approaches 
individual students with good humor and 
encouraging remarks. 
     
The English teacher makes sure students are on 
the right track as they work on speaking tasks.      
The English teacher gives everyone a turn to 
speak so that he/she can check students’ 
understanding. 
     
The English teacher shows interest in students’ 
personal lives.      
The English teacher adopts a friendly, non-
authoritarian manner.      
The English teacher presents materials in an 
interesting way.      
The teacher links concepts back to students’ 
experiences.      
The teacher chooses topics that he/she thinks are 
relevant to students’ lives.      
The teacher encourages students to play speaking 
games in class.      
The teacher does not always follow the students’ 
textbook.      
The teacher supplements the students’ textbook 
with materials.      
The teacher allows students to choose topics for 
conversation.      
The English curriculum focuses on English-
speaking skills. 
 
     
I do not get anxious when I have to answer a 
question in my English class.      
It does not worry me that other students in my 
class seem to speak English better than I do.      
I am never anxious that other students in class 
will laugh at me when I speak English.      
I never feel hesitant to ask questions in front of 
the class.      
When I have a problem understanding something 
in my English class, I always ask my teacher for 
help. 
     
When I am studying English in class, I ignore 
distractions and pay attention to my task.      
I make a point of trying to understand all the 
English I see and hear.      
I keep up to date with English by working on it 
almost every day.      
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I want to learn English so well that it will become 
natural to me.      
I enjoy the activities of my English class much 
more than those of my other classes.      
It is more important for me to be able to speak 
English than to write it.      
Speaking English is important because I will need 
it for my career.      
I want to be fluent in English.      
The English textbook I use now is interesting.      
I like the way I learn English now.      
Students are completely aware of the value of 
speaking English.      
Studying English is important because it will 
make me more educated.      
Studying English is important to me because it 
will allow me to be more at ease with native 
speakers of English. 
     
Studying English is important because I will be 
able to interact more easily with native speakers 
of English. 
     
Studying English is important to me because I 
will be able to participate more freely in the 
cultural activities of native speakers of English. 
     
I would like to know more native speakers of 
English.      
The more I get to know native speakers of 
English, the more I want to be fluent in their 
language. 
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Section 3: Teaching Strategies Supporting Motivation 
Statements 
Each statement in this section starts with “During your English learning” 
Statements Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
The teacher provides positive feedback.      
The teacher allows students to give feedback to 
each other.      
It is better to receive feedback from my 
classmates and teacher.      
Feedback helps me develop my speaking 
competence.      
I always notice the feedback in a conversation.      
The teacher gives opportunities for collaborative 
work.      
The teacher gives opportunities for negotiation 
among peers in groups.      
I most enjoy speaking English during small group 
work.      
Working in small groups helps me improve my 
speaking skills.      
Working in small groups increases my self-
confidence.      
The teacher gives students enough time in class to 
practise their speaking skills.      
The teacher addresses questions to the whole 
class rather than to selected individuals.      
The teacher surprises students with new speaking 
activities in order to maintain their interest.      
The teacher tests students speaking skills 
throughout the year.      
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 االإستبیيانن
 
	  االقسمم االأوولل: ررؤؤیيتكك لمستووااكك عندد تحددثكك االلغة االإنجلیيززیية
	  جمیيع االجمل في ھھھهذاا االقسم تبدااء بب "خلالل تعلمك االلغة االإنجلیيزیية ...
	  
لا أأوواافق 
 أأوواافق غیير متأكد لا أأوواافق بشدةة
أأوواافق 
 بشدةة
 االجمل
 
 أأتقن قوااعد االلغة عندما أأتحدثث باللغة االانجلیيزیية    
 
 أأعرفف كیيفیية تركیيب كلماتت االلغة عندما أأتحدثث االلغة االإنجلیيزیية    
 
 باللغة االإنجلیيزیيةأأستطیيع ترتیيب االكلماتت لتكویين جملة أأوو شبھه جملة عند تحدثي     
 
 على حسب االحالةأأستخدمم االكلماتت وواالجمل االمناسبة عند تحدثي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية     
 
 ددعوةة على حسب االحالةعند تحدثي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأستطیيع إإعطاء أأمر, شكوىى, أأوو     
 
 وومتى أأكونن عفوييعندما أأجريي محاددثة باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأعرفف متى أأكونن ررسمي     
 
 فھهمھها كما یيمكنني عند تحدثي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأستخدمم كلماتت كثیيرةة     
 
    
عندما أأجريي محاددثة باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأفھهم االعلاقاتت بیين 
االمعاني االمختلفة مثل االمعنى االظاھھھهريي للكلمة, االھهدفف من 
 االمحاددثة, وو االإنطباعاتت االمختلفة
 
 االكلماتتعند تحدثي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأعرفف كیيفیية االربط االصحیيح بیين     
 
 أأعمد االى إإستخداامم كلمة أأخرىىكلمة عند ااجرأأيي محاددثة باللغة االإنجلیيزیية عندما اانسى معنى     
 
 أأعمد االى االترجمة للغة االعربیيةعندما اانسى معنى كلمة عند ااجرأأيي محاددثة باللغة االإنجلیيزیية     
 
 أأعمد االى ااستخداامم االإحأتتعندما اانسى معنى كلمة عند ااجرأأيي محاددثة باللغة االإنجلیيزیية     
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  االثاني: االتحفیيزاالقسم 
	  جمیيع االجمل في ھھھهذاا االقسم تبدااء بب "خلالل تعلمك االلغة االإنجلیيزیية ...
	  
لا أأوواافق 
 لا أأوواافق بشدةة
غیير 
 أأوواافق متأكد
أأوواافق 
 االجمل بشدةة
     
یيعامل/تعامل مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االطلابب/ 
االطالباتت بلطف كما یيستخدمم/تستخدمم تعلیيقاتت 
 تشجیيعیية
     
مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية اانن یيحرصص/ تحرصص 
االطلابب/ االطالباتت على االمسارر االصحیيح عند أأددااء 
 تمارریين االمحاددثة
     
یيعطي/ تعطي مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية جمیيع 
االطلابب/ االطالباتت فرصة للتحدثث من أأجل االتأكد 
 على فھهم االطلابب/ االطالباتت
     
یيبديي مدرريي/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية إإھھھهتمامم بالحیياةة 
 االخاصة للطلابب/ االطالباتت
     
یيتبع/ تتبع مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية إإسلوبب لطیيف 
 ووغیير متسلط
     
یيقدمم/ تقدمم مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية ووسائل االتعلم 
 بطرقق شیيقة
     
یيصل/ تصل مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية بیين مفاھھھهیيم 
 االدررااسة ووتجارربب االطلابب/ االطالباتت
     
مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية موااضیيع یيختارر/ تختارر 
االمحاددثة بحیيث تكونن ذذااتت صلة بحیياةة االطلابب/ 
 االطالباتت
     
یيشجع/ تشجع مدررسس/ةة االطلابب/ االطالباتت على 
 االعابب االمحاددثة
     
لا یيتبع/ تتبع مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االكتابب دداائما 
 لإعطاء تمارریين االمحاددثة
     
االإنجلیيزیية االكتابب یيزوودد/ تزوودد مدررسس/ةة االلغة 
 االمقررر بتمارریين خاررجیية مستحدثة
     
یيسمح/ تسمح مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية للطلابب/ 
 االطالباتت بإختیيارر موااضیيع االمحاددثة
 
 
    
یيركز مقررر االلغة االإنجلیيزیية على تنمیية مھهاررةة 
 االمحاددثة
     
لا یينتابني قلق في االصف عند االإجابة باللغة 
 االإنجلیيزیية
     
أأقلق عند تحدثث االطلابب/ االطالباتت االاخریين  لا
 بطریيقة اافضل مني
     
لا أأقلق من فكرةة اانن االطلابب/ االطالباتت سیيضحكونن 
 مني عندما ااتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية
 لا أأتردددد في ططرحح االأسئلة أأمامم االطلابب/ االطالباتت     
أأسألل االمدررسس/ةة عندما أأووااجھه مشكلة فھهم في ماددةة      
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  االإنجلیيزیيةااللغة 
     
عند تعلمي االلغة االإنجلیيزیية اانتبھه للتمارریين وولا االتفت 
 للمشتتاتت
     
ااحاوولل فھهم كل ما أأرراا ووأأسمع في ماددةة االلغة 
 االإنجلیيزیية
     
ااحاوولل االلحاقق بكل ماھھھهو جدیيد علي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية 
 من خلالل االعمل على تطویير لغتي كل یيومم
     
االإنجلیيزیية حتى تكونن مثل لغة االأمم أأرریيد تعلم االلغة 
 لديي
     
أأستمتع بتمارریين االلغة االإنجلیيزیية أأكثر من االتمارریين 
 االمطرووحة بالمواادد االأخرىى
     
یيھهمني إإجاددةة االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية أأكثر من 
 كتابتھها
     
االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهم لديي لأنني سأحتاجھها 
 في عملي
  االلغة االإنجلیيزیية بطلاقة أأرریيد أأنن ااتحدثث     
 االكتابب االمقررر للغة االإنجلیيزیية شیيق جداا     
 ااحب االطریيقة االلتي أأتعلم بھها االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االأنن     
     
االطلابب/ االطالباتت یيدرركونن ااھھھهمیية إإجاددةة االتحدثث 
 باللغة االإنجلیيزیية
     
تعلم االلغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهم لديي لأني سأكونن ااكثر 
 ثقافة
 أأكثر عند االتحدثث مع ناططقي االلغة االإنجلیيزیيةتعلم االلغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهم لديي لأنني سأصبح مرتاحح      
 االتفاعل بسھهولة مع االناططقیين باللغة االإنجلیيزیيةتعلم االلغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهم لديي لأنھها ستمكنني من      
     
تعلم االلغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهم لديي لأنھها ستمكنني من 
ااكثر في االفعالیياتت االمقامة من قبل االمشارركة بحریية 
 االناططقیين باللغة االإنجلیيزیية
 أأررغب بمعرفة االمزیيد من االناططقیين باللغة االإنجلیيزیية     
 إإززددااددتت ررغبتي بأنن ااكونن أأكثر ططلاقة باللغةكلما ززااددتت معرفتي بالناططقیين باللغة االإنجلیيزیية      
 أأعتقد أأنن االناططقیين باللغة االإنجلیيزیية لطفاء     
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 االقسمم االثالثث: االإستررااتجیياتت االددااعمة للتحفیيزز
	  	  جمیيع االجمل في ھھھهذاا االقسم تبدااء بب "خلالل تعلمك االلغة االإنجلیيزیية ...
 
 ملاحظاتت
  كتابتھها خلفف االصفحة عندد ووجوودد أأيي ملاحظظاتت على ھھھهذذاا االإستبیيانن االررجاء
  
لا أأوواافق 
 لا أأوواافق بشدةة
غیير 
 أأوواافق متأكد
أأوواافق 
 االجمل بشدةة
     
یيقدمم/تقدمم مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية تصحیيح إإجابي 
 للأخطاء
     
االلغة االإنجلیيزیية للطلابب/ یيسمح/ تسمح مدررسس/ةة 
 ططالباتت بإعطاء االتصحیيح
     
من االأفضل تلقي االتصحیيح من االمدررسس/ةة وواالطلابب/ 
 ططالباتت سویيا
     
یيساعدیيني تصحیيح االأخطاء على تطویير مستوىى 
 تحدثي باللغة االإنجلیيزیية
 عند مشارركتي بمحاددثة دداائما أأنتبھه لتصحیيح االأخطاء     
     
االلغة االإنجلیيزیية فرصص للعمل یيوفر/ توفر مدررسس/ةة 
 االجماعي
     
یيوفر/ توفر مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية فرصص لمناقشة 
معاني االلغة االإنجلیيزیية ضمن مجموعاتت االطلابب/ 
 االطالباتت
     
اافضل االتحدثث باللغة االإنجلیيزیية ضمن مجموعاتت 
 صغیيرةة
     
االعمل ضمن مجموعاتت صغیيرةة یيساعدني على تطویير 
  االمحاددثة لدييمھهاررااتت 
     
االعمل ضمن مجموعاتت صغیيرةة یيساعدني على تطویير 
 ثقتي بنفسي
     
یيوفر/ توفر مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االوقت االكافي 
للطلابب/ططالباتت للتدرربب على االمحاددثة باللغة 
 االإنجلیيزیية
     
یيوخھه/ توجھه مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االأسئلة لجمیيع 
  أأشخاصص معیينیيناالطلابب/ ططالباتت بدلل من 
     
یيفاجئ/ تفاجئ مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية االطلابب/ 
 ططالباتت بتمارریين جدیيدةة للمحاثة من أأجل جذبب إإنتباھھھهھهم
     
یيختبر/ تختبر مدررسس/ةة االلغة االإنجلیيزیية مھهاررةة االمحاددثة 
 لدىى االطلابب/االطالباتت خلالل االعامم
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